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8313) before adjournment of Congress; to the Commitiee on
Military Affairs.

6060. By Mr. McLAUGHLIN : Petition of Clarissa A. Painter
and 33 other residents of Newaygo County, Mich., urging pas-
sage of bill providing increase of pension for Civil War veterans
and their widows; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6661. By Mr. MAJOR of Missouri: Petition of citizens of Cole
Camp, Mo., protesting against the passage of House bill 78 or
any other compulsory Sunday bills; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

6662. By Mr. O'CONNELL: Memorial of the Legislature of
the State of New York, with reference to the project of an
all-American ship canal across the State of New York, con-
nectirig the Great Lakes with the Atlantic Ocean; to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors.

6663. Also, petition of the Gottfried & Marshall Co., New
York City, opposing the passage of the Mc¢Nary-Haugen bill;
to the Committee on Agricultore.

6664, Also, petition of the National Fertilizer Association,
Washington, D. €. opposing the amendment to the Norris
Muscle Shoals resolution, placing the Government in the fer-
tilizer business; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

6665. Alse, petition of the Hollywood Chamber of Commerce,
Hollywood, Calif., favoring the passage of the Colorado River
project; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

6666. By Mr. WILLIAMSON : Petition of numerous residents
of Wasta, 8. Dak.,, for passage of legislation providing in-
creased pensions to Civil War veterans and their widows; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

SENATE
WepNespay, April 11, 1928
(Legislative day of Monday, April 9, 1928)

The Senate reassembled at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expira-
tion of the recess.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a message
from the House of Representatives.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Halti-
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had adopted
a concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 29) accepting the statue
of Andrew Jackson, by Mrs, Belle Kinney Scholz, with the
thanks of Congress, in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate. !

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum, y

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Ashurst Edwards McKellar Shipstead
Barkle; S8 MeLean Shortridge
Bayar Fletcher McMaster Simmons
Bingham Frazier MecNa Smith
Black Gerry Mayfield Smoot
Blaine Glass Metealf teck
Blease Goff Moses teiwer
Borah Gooding Neely Stephens
Bratton Gould Norbeck Swanson
Brookhart Greene Nrye Thomas
Broussard ale die Tydings
Bruee Harris Overman Tyson
Capper Harrison Phipps Vandenberg
Caraway Hawes Pine W:ger
Copeland Haﬁ'den Pittman Walsh, Mass.
Couzens Heflin Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Curtis Jones d, P Warren
Cutting Kendrick Robinson, Ind Waterman
Dale Keyes Sackett Watson
Din Kqu Schall Wheeler
Edge La Follette Sheppard

Mr. McNARY. I wish to announce that the senior Senator
from California [Mr. JoExson] is absent on account of illpness.

Mr. CARAWAY. I desire to announce that my colleague the
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RomiNsonN] is necessarily
detained by reason of illness. I ask that this announcement
may stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-three Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present.

REPUBLICAN PRESIDENTIAL NOMINATION

Mr. DALE. Mr. President, as I was coming into the Chamber
this morning I was handed a copy of to-day's New York Times,
I was a little disturbed by what is stated in the Times as a
classification of the delegates about to be elected to the Repub-
lican National Convention. I have not had any time to formu-
late what I have to say and it may carry more or less weight
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because of that fact. I do want to say, however, that on the
subject to which I refer I have never exchanged a word directly
or indirectly with the President of the United States.

Under the classification in the New York Times it is stated
that to the next national convention of the Republican Party
the State of Vermont will send its delegates instrncted, six for
Calvin Coolidge and five for Herbert Hoover. This would
mean that Vermont would send a split delegation. Mr, Presi-
dent, Yermont has never sent a split delegation to a national
convention. That does not express the character of the people
of the State of Vermont., From 1856 on Vermont has sent its
delegation for or against some man. He has sometimes been
nominated and sometimes he has not been nominated, but Ver-
mont has been for him or against him. When the people of
Vermont do anything, they do it that way. It is typical of the
people of Vermont. They are for or against a man, or for or
against a policy.

It is rather interesting in this connection to note that Vermont
is the only State in the Union that has followed that course
clear through to the present time. It is the only State in the
Union that has cast its electoral vote without fail for a Repub-
lican candidate, and it will do the same in the coming election.

I do not undertake to say that the delegation in Congress
from Vermont would assume to dictate what Vermont will do.
We do not dictate to the people up there. We do not even ask
to be sent as delegates from Vermont to the national convention.
Bat the people of Vermont come in and consult with us once in
a while when they are here. I have an idea what the people of
Vermont will do. I know in my own mind what they ought to
do, what is the reasonable thing for the people of Vermont to
do, and I express it as my judgment that when Vermont sends
her delegates to the national convention she will send them as
one man instructed to vote for her native son for President of
the United States—Calvin Coolidge.

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr. President, I was just entering the Cham-
ber when the Senator from Vermont concluded his statement,
saying that Vermont would send to the national convention a
solid delegation for Mr. Coolidge. I wonder if Mr. Hoover has
withdrawn.

YESTERDAY'S ELECTION IN ILLINOIS

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, at the risk of a breach of the
proprieties, but certainly with the kindliest intentions, I want to
congratulate the great State of Illinois and the splendid Senator
from that State on the election held in Illinois yesterday, It
restores one's confidence in the people’s rule.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania presented a memorial of the
Philadelphia (Pa.) Board of Trade, remonstrating against the
passage of the bill (8. 3508) to increase the number of mem-
bers of the Federal Reserve Board, to make the board more
representative, to provide for the proper control and equitable
distribution of the credit supply, to establish closer contact
between the Congress and its agent, the Federal Reserve Board,
and for other purposes, which was referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency. i

Mr. WARREN presented a resolution adopted by the Cheyenne
(Wyo.) Chamber of Commerce, favoring the passage of legis-
lation to provide for aided and directed settlement on Federal
reclamation projects, which was referred to the Committee on
Irrigation and Reclamation.

Mr. BLAINE presented memorials signed by 64 citizens of
the State of Wisconsin, remonstrating against the passage of
legislation tending to lessen the restrictions placed upon the
importation of chilled and dressed meat from Argentina, which
were referred to the Committee on Finance,

Mr. BROOKHART presented a resolution adopted by the
annual convention of the Iowa Pharmaceutical Association,
favoring the passage of the so-called Jones-Stalker bill, relative
to prohibition enforcement, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the annual con-
vention of the IJowa Pharmaceutical Association, favoring the
passage of the bill (8. 1418) to protect trade-mark owners,
distributors, and the public against injurious and uneconomic
practices in the distribution of articles of standard quality
under a distinguishing trade-mark, brand, or name, which was
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the annual con-
vention of the Iowa Pharmaceutical Association, protesting
against the passage of the bill (8. 2035) to regulate the dis-
tribution and sale in interstate commerce of certain toilet ar-
ticles, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate
Commerce.
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Mr. PHIPPS presented telegrams and papers in the nature
of petitions from Russell A, Alger Camp, No. 24, United Spanish
War Veterans, of Boulder; Victor Oandlin Post, American
Legion, of Greeley; Robbins-McMullen Post, American Legion,
of Grand Junction; Stanley Hardman Post, American Legion,
and Auxiliary, of Trinidad; Ray Lines Post, American Legion,
of Salida; Harold Dehaan Post, American Legion, of Fort
Morgan ; and the State regent and Daughters of the American
Revolution of Colorado, of Colorado Springs, all in the State of
Colorado, praying for the adoption of the proposed naval
building program, which were referred to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

He also presented telegrams and papers in the nature of
memorials from the executive board of the city Young Women'’s
Christian Assoclation, of Fort Colling; the Labor College Dis-
cussion Club, of Colorado Springs; the Women's International
League for Peace and Freedom, of Colorado Springs and
Boulder; First Baptist Church, of Greeley; First Grand Valley
Church of the Brethren, of Grand Junction; Denver Friends
Church and the First Congregational Church, of Denver; and
sundry citizens of Briggsdale, all in the State of Colorado,
remonstrating against the adoption of the proposed naval build-
ing program, which were referred to the Committee on Naval
Affairs,

On request of Mr. PaIpps, the resolutions adopted by Russell
A. Alger Camp, No. 24, United Spanish War Veterans, of
Boulder, Colo., together with copy of the reply Mr. PHirps has
sent to all Colorado citizens interested in the subject, were
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Resolution

Whereas various pacifist organizations are engaged In an attempt to
have the citizens of this community write letters to their Senators and
Congressmen urging that all efforts be used to defeat the naval appro-
priation bill now before Congress; and

Whereas these organizations have prevailed upon various ministers of
the community to make similar request of the bers of their congre-
gations ; and

Whereas the arguments used by these organizations are based upon
misrepresentations, both as to the contents of the present bill and as to
the effects of the passage thercof; and

Whereas in the opinion of Russell A. Alger Camp, No. 24, United
Spanish War Veterans, letters obtained by the means being used do not
represent the true concensus of opinion of this community and are
signed by many persons without consideration : Now, therefore, be it

Resolved Dy Russell A, Alger Camp, No. 2§, United Spanish War Vet-
erans, That we are heartily in favor of the attempt being made by the
present naval appropriation bill to place the American Navy upon terms
of equality with that of any other navy in the world; and be it further

Resolved, That we are of the opinion that the cause of peace which is
ardently desired by all will be advanced by strengthening our Navy;
and be it further

Resolved, That the present naval appropriation bill has not been
introduced for the purpose of instituting a so-called * naval race™ but
only to place our Navy on a par with that of Great Britain, not with
the iden of competing with England for the greatest navy but with the
end in view that the English-speaking peoples may continue to work in
harmony for the advancement of world peace; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be sent to our Senators
and Representatives in Congress and a copy be given to each of the
local newspapers.

RussieLL A. ALceEr Camp, No. 24,
UNITED SPANISH WAR VETERANS,
Boulder, Colo,
By Ira C. GroOMER, Commander.
Attest :

[SEAL.] GEo. L. EGBERT, Adjutant.

UNITED STATES BENATE,
February 1j, 1928,

My DrAR SIR: Acknowledging receipt of your recent favor, allow me
to say that, as in the case of former naval appropriation bills, I am
considering the present one in the light of the needs of the United
States for preparedness in national defense.

The entire subject is receiving thy most careful attention, and I do
not feel that there is any occasion for alarm over unnecessary enlarge-
ment of the naval program. As you are probably aware, I have consist-
ently supported proper measures to advance the cause of peace among
the nations.

Your interest in these important subjects is appreciated.

Yours sincerely, Lawrexce C. PHIPPS.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
Mr. DALE, from the Committee on Commerce, to which was
referred the bill (8. 3843) authorizing the Interstate Bridge

Co., its suceessors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and
operate a bridge across the Missouri River at or near Nebraska
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City, Nebr., reported it with amendments and submitted a re-
port (No. T76) thereon.

Mr. CUTTING, from the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (S. 2097) to provide
for the protection of municipal watersheds within the national
forests, reported it without amendment and submitted a report
(No. 777) thereon.

Mr. NYE, from the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 4378) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to dispose by sale of certain public
land in the State of Florida, reported it with amendments
and submitted a report (No. T78) thereon.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs, to which was referred the bill (8. 8458) to create
the reserve division of the War Department, and for other
purposes, reported it with an amendment and submitted a re-
port (No. 779) thereon,

Mr. McNARY, from the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, to which was referred the joint resolution (8. J.
Res: 116) to amend section 10 of the act entifled “An act to
establish the upper Mississippi River wild life and fish refuge,”
approved June 7, 1924, reported it without amendment and sub-
mitted a report (No. 780) thereon.

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on the Distriet of Co-
lumbia, to which were referred the following bills, reported them
each without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

A bill (8. 1625) to fix the salaries of the members of the Board
of Commissioners of the District of Columbia (Rept. No. T81) ;
and

A bill (H. R. 7722) authorizing the health officer of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to issue a permit for the opening of the grave
containing the remains of the late Nellie Richards (Rept.
No. 782).

Mr. COPELAND also, from the Committee on the District of
Cclumbia, to which was referred the bill (8. 1624) to authorize
the payment of additional compensation to the assistants to the
engineer commissioner of the District of Columbia, reported it
with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 7T83) thereon.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, from the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, to which were referred the following bills, reported them
each without amendment and submitted a report as indiecated :

A bill (8. 3640) authorizing acceptance from Peter G. Gerry
of the gift of the law library of the late Elbridge T. Gerry; and

A bill (H. R. 6687) to change the title of the United States
Court of Customs Appeals, and for other purposes (Rept.
No. T84).

He also, from the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys,
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 126) to add certain lands
to the Missoula National Forest, Mont.,, reported it with an
amendment and submitted a report (No. 785) thereon.

Mr. BORAH, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to
which were referred the following bills and joint resolutions,
reported them severally without amendment:

A Dbill (H. R. 8128) to authorize a permanent annual appro-
priation for the maintenance and operation of the Gorgas
Memorial Laboratory ;

A bill (H. R. 9569) anthorizing the payment of an indemnity
to the British Government on account of the death of Reginald
Ethelbert Myrie, alleged to have been killed in the Panama
Canal Zone on February 5, 1921, by a United States Army motor
truck ;

A bill (H. R. 12179) to provide for the reimbursement of the
Government of Great Britain on account of certain sums ex-
pended by the British chaplain in Moscow, the Rev. F. North,
for the relief of American nationals in Russia in 1920 ;

H. J. Res. 145. Joint resolution to provide for the payment of
an indemnity to the Chinese Government for the death of Chang
Lin and Tong Huan Yah, alleged to have been killed by mem-
bers of the armed forces of the United States;

H. J. Res. 146. Joint resolution to provide for the payment of
an indemnity to the Dominican Republic for the death of Juan
Soriano, who was killed by the landing of an airplane belonging
to the United States Marine Corps;

H.J. Res. 147, Joint resolution for the relief of the estate of
the late Max D. Kirjassoff ;

H. J. Res. 148. Joint resolution fo provide for the payment of
an indemnity to the British Government to compensate the de-
pendents of Edwin Tucker, a British subject, alleged to have
been killed by a United States Army ambulance in Colon,
Panama ;

H. J. Res. 149. Joint resolution to authorize an appropriation
for the compensation of Willinm Wiseman ;

H. J. Res. 150. Joint resolution to provide for the payment of
an indemnity to the Government of the Netherlands for com-
pensation for personal injuries sustained by two Netherlands
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subjects, Arend Eamp and Francis Gort, while the T. 8. 8.
Canibas was loading on May 1, 1919, at Rotterdam ;

H. J. Res, 151. Joint resolution to provide for payment of the
claim of the Government of China for compensation of Sun
Jui-chin for injuries resulting from an assault on him by a
private in the United States Marine Corps;

H. J. Res. 152. Joint resolution authorizing and requesting the
President to extend inyvitations to foreign governments to be
represented by delegates at the International Congress of En-
tomology to be held in the United States in 1928;

H. J. Res. 230. Joint resolution to provide for the membership
of the United States in the American International Institute
for the Protection of Childhood; and

H. J. Res. 262. Joint resolution requesting the President to ex-
tend to the Republies of America an invitation to attend a
conference of conciliation and arbitration to be held at Wash-
ington during 1928 or 1929.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. SWANSON: .

A Dbill (8. 4015) granting a pension to Maund M. Whitton
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS:

A bill (8. 4016) amending section 200, of the World War
veterans' act, 1924; to the Committee on Finance.

A bill (8. 4017) authorizing and directing the Secretary of
the Treasury to enter into a contract or contracts for the erec-
tion and completion of a plant suitable for the investigations
of the United States Bureau of Mines in Bartlesville, Okla.,
and aunthorizing an appropriation therefor; to the Committee
on Mines and Mining.

A bill (8. 4018) granting an increase of pension to Greta J.
Lundstrom; to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (8. 4019) authorizing an appropriation to reimburse
the State of Oklahoma for moneys paid by it for the education
of restricted Indian children in the public schools of the State;
and

A bill (8. 4020) to regulate the payment of the Pawnee an-
nuity; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. NORBECK :

A bill (S. 4021) granting a pension to Ella Oldham Nash
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (8. 4022) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to lease land in Stanley County, 8. Dak., to Henry A. O’Neil
for a buffalo pasture; to the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys.

By Mr. WATSON:

A bill (8. 4023) granting a pension to John H. Sullivan;
and

A hill (8. 4024) granting an increase of pension to Laura M.
Fertich; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. DALE:

A bill (8. 4025) granting an increase of pension to Catherine
Folsom (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. SCHALL:

A bill (S. 4026) granting an increase of pension to Reese
Davis; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. FESS:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 126) authorizing the erection in
the Distriet of Columbia of a monument in memory of Peter
Muhlenberg ; to the Committee on the Library.

AMENDMENT TO FARM RELIEF EILL

Mr. SHIPSTEAD submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to Senate bill 3555, the farm relief bill, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT TO CIVIL BERVICE RETIREMENT BILL

Mr. BRUCE submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (8. 1727) to amend the act entitled
“An act for the retirement of employees in the classified eivil
service, and for other purpeses,” approved May 22, .1920, and
acts in amendment thereof, approved July 3, 1926, which was
ordered to lie on the fable and to be printed,

MEMORIAL BERVICES FOR THE LATE SENATOR FERRIS

Mr, COUZENS. Mr. President, I send to the desk a resolu-
tion, and, after it shall have been read, I ask unanimous consent
that it may be considered and agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read.

The Chief Clerk read the resolution (8. Res. 195), as follows:

Resolved, That Sunday, May 6, at 8 o'clock p. m., be set aside for
memorial addresses on the life, character, and pullic services of the
Hon. WoobpBRIDGE N. FERRIS, late a Senator from the State of Michigan.
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Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, at what hour does the Senator
from Michigan desire that the memorial services shall be held?

Mr. COUZENS. At 3 o'clock. I ask that the resolution may
be g0 modified.

The resolution as modified was considered by unanimous
consent and unanimously agreed to.

SALARIES OF OFFICERS, UNITED STATES COURT FOR CHINA (S. DOO.
NO. 83)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States, which was read,
and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary and ordered to be printed.

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith a report from the Secretary of State
regarding certain legislation aunthorizing salary increases for
the judge and other officers of the United States Court for
China. I concur in the view of the Secretary of State, and
I therefore request of the Congress legislation amending section
6 of the act of June 30, 1906, Public No, 403, Fifty-ninth Con-
gress, and the act of June 4, 1920, Public No. 238, Sixty-sixth
Congress.

Tae WaITE House, April 11, 1928.
VICKSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK, MISS.

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. President, there is some need for
immediate action on a bill which is now on the calendar, being
Order of Business 753, House bill 10564. The bill merely pro-
poses to grant the right to straighten a road through the Vicks-
burg National Military Park in the State of Mississippi. The
Secretary of War has written a letter regarding the matter,
in which he states there is no objection on the part of the
War Department to the passage of the bill. I ask unanimous
consent for its immediate consideration.

er"; CURTIS. Does the bill propose merely to straighten a
roaf

Mr. STEPHENS. Yes, sir.

Mr. CURTIS. And there will not be any expense to the
Government in building the road or anything of that kind?

Mr, STEPHENS. I understand that it will not cost the
Government anything at all; in faet, the bill provides that it
shall not.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 10564) to authorize
the Secretary of War to grant and convey to the county of
Warren a perpetnal easement for public highway purposes over
and upon a portion of the Vicksburg National Military Park
in the State of Mississippi, which was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby,
authorized to grant and convey to the county of Warren, State of Missis-
sippl, a perpetual easement for the construetion and maintenance of a
public highway on the Vicksburg National Military Park, Vicksburg,
Miss., at such location and under such conditlons as may be approved
by the Secretary of War: Provided, That the county of Warren shall
perform at its own cost and expense such work as the Secretary of War
may require incident to the construction and malntenance of said
highway.

Sec. 2, No part of the property granted and conveyed by the Secre-
tary of War for the purposes aforesaid shall be used for any other than
highway purposes, and when said property shall cease to be so used it
ghall revert to the United States of America.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

ACCEFTANCE OF STATUE OF ANDREW JACKSON

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
House Concurrent Resolution 29, to which he ealls the attention
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. TysoN]. The clerk will
read the resolution.

The Chief Clerk read the resolution (H. Con. Res. 29), as
follows :

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring),
That the statue of Andrew Jackson by Mrs. Belle Kinney Scholz, pre-
sented by the State of Tennessee, to be placed in Statuary Hall, is
accepted in the name of the United States, and that the thanks of Con-
gress be tendered the State for the contribution of the statue of one
of its most eminent citizens, illustrious for his distinguished services to
the eountry in war and in peace.

Second. That a copy of these resolutions, suitably engrossed and
duly authenticated, be transmitted to the Governor of Tennessee.

Mr. TYSON. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the resolution,

Carvin COOLIDGE.

Is there objection to the present
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The concurrent resolution was considered by unanimous con-
sent and agreed to.
NATIONAL GUARD STAFF OFFICERS

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr, President, some days ago
House bill 239, of similar tenor to the bill (8. 1838) to amend
gection 110 of the national defense act by repealing and striking
therefrom certain provisions prescribing additional qualifica-
tions for National Guard State staff officers, and for other
purposes, was substituted for that measure and passed. It
was understood at the time of the passage of the House bill
that the Senate bill would be indefinitely postponed, but as the
bill appears on the calendar apparently that has not been done.
I ask unanimous consent that it be done now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, Senate bill 1838
will be indefinitely postponed.

ADDRESS OF WILLIAM E. DODD, LL. D.

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I have here a copy of an
interesting address entitled “A Farmer to Lawyers,” which was
delivered by Dr. Willlam E. Dodd, professor of American his-
tory in the University of Chicago, to the graduating class of
the John Marshall Law School. Doctor Dodd sets forth his
practical observations based on personal experience in operating
a Virginia farm. I ask unanimous consent to have the address
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

" There being no objection, the address was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:
A FARMER TO LAWYERS
I

Members of the graduating class, lasting changes in the social order
come slowly. A hundred and fifty years ago the farmer and the free
tenant were the makers of a new nation. Their representatives a little
later formulated one of the greatest of Constitutions. To-day the
farmer and the tenant seem clearly om the road to peasantry, and
neither they nor any of their few friends seem able to stay their down-
ward course,

If this process continues, the United States will cease to be what it
was or is intended to be, and the process hastens. The efforts at coop-
erative marketing, of controlled preduction, and of effective legislation
seem all to have failed. The President vetoes bills without offering
better ones: the open-and-shut markets of the cities continue their
unmitigated exploitation; while newer and richer lands cease to offer
relief, as of old.

The farmers, who composed 98 per cent of the population in the
beginning—and then were only fairly able to direct the policy of the
country—now number some 40 per cent of the population and frantically
hope to direct national policy. The prospect is so poor that 649,000
farmers abandoned their calling in 1926; 3,000,000 have abandoned it
since 1920, while all the cities increase thelr numbers with little thought
or care for the future, 1Is there any help? Fossibly a hasty review of
our history may offer an answer,

n

From the adoption of the Constitution till the fall of Napoleon the
farmers of the young Natlon, proud of their country and happy to be
called free farmers, sold their abundant crops to a warring Europe at
fabulous prices. Washington said there had never been anything like it;
President Jefferson found the returns of the farmers twenty times as
great per year as he had ever known them to be in the best days of his
youth, Whether the Government was administered by doubtless aristo-
crats, afraid of their new system, or the boisterous Democrats boasting
of the best Government ever set up by the hand of man, prosperity was
the rule of the day, above all, for the farmers.

Then the wars of Napoleon ceased, After a dizzy moment of drunken
prosperity the Europeans reduced their demands by half. American
wheat and tobacco and pigs lost all value to their producers, Farmers
were in the throes of deflation, a term then hardly known. John Adams,
retired to his little farm, was barely able to hold up a respectable head.
Thomas Jefferson, with a hundred slaves, was hardly able to feed his
guests. Virginia farms would hardly sell for the price of a year's rent.
From Massachusetts to Georgia thousands and tens of thousands of
farmers abandoned their homes and lands and trekked across the Alle-
ghenies to try their fortunes anew in the wilderness.

The savings of small farmers for a generation, the houses, the fences,
and the cleared lands were sadly abandoned to mother nature. Hanover
County, in Virginia, where the Revolution had started, and the Spring-
field country of Massachusetts, each lost half its population. Times
were hard. Governments, State and national, did nothing. Who could
help a farmer?

But doring the long Napoleoni¢c wars hundreds and theusands of indus-
trial establishments were set up. They made the bonnets of farmers’
wives ; fashioned boots for the clumsy feet of plowmen; contrived new
and better plows for the making of more wheat and tobacco. The
moment Napoleon fell British industrialists offered marvelous bonnets
and all manner of implements to farmer folk at prices half as high as
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the domestic manufacturers asked, If the farmer sold any of his
crop, he might buy imports at half war-time prices, But the indus-
trialist would be ruined. He would have to become n farmer, abandon
his buildings and his improvements. IMd the Government lend as-
sistance ?

In 1816 the farmer nationalists, led by farmer statesmen, Calhoun and
Clay, contrived a system of industrial help, a tarilf that reduced British
competition by half, and thus opened the American market by half,

In a few years the industrialist was more than successful. Few
trekked over the mountains. But success by Government assistance
increased the number of industrislists twofold. They began fo com-
pete among themselves. In 8 years they asked for a monopoly
of the American market; in 12 they got their wish in a tariff that
climinated the farmers—the tarif of abominations, 1828. But Jeffer-
son’s beautiful estate, which had cost $25,000, was sold in 1828 for
$2,800, his daughter accepting gifts for her maintenance in her old
age. The only farmer who could hold his own was the cotton grower,
and he held his own on a market that steadily declined from 40 cents
to 8 cents a pound for cotton grown by slave labor on fresh lower
southern lands.

Here was an illustration: The clever men, who composed less than
a tenth of the population, procured from the Government a monopoly
of the great American market; the unclever farmers, who composed
90 per cent of the population, sold their output in a slow European
market in competition with the whole world, and then came home to
buy their clothing and farm utensils at prices twice as high as those
at which they might have had them in Europe. That was called
statesmanship.

There was great bitterness in all the great farming States, bitter
words, and angry threats of disrupting the Government, eivil war was
narrowly averted, the farmers yielding at last to the desires and the
fears of the minority. That was 1833; and there followed a com-
promise by which the industrialists were to accept, after 10 years, a
reduction of their privileges and allow some measure of competition
from the outside, There followed an epoch of economic peace and a
marvelous prosperity from 1846, the lowest tariff, to 1861, when the
moderate rates of 1816 were effective. It was the end of the first
chapter.

Imr - .

Then war again. The farmers of the Northwest, rallying to the
call of the Union and of Abraham Lineoln, went upon southern battle
fields and fought, as men have rarely fought, southern farmers even
more heroic. In the process there arose in Chicago a great inventor
manufacturer. He put drills and reapers upon the grain fields whence
hundreds of thousands of farmers’ sons had gone to war. Old men
and women made more wheat and raised more pigs than had been
raised in time of peace. And war raised the price a hundred per cent.
Abraham Lincoln was winning the war for the Unfon. Then English
and Germans harvests failed—falled in 1862 and 1863. There was an
unprecedented demand for American wheat, and even corn. The price
rose from 50 cents a bushel in 1861 to $2.50 in 1865. War and
Cyrus MecCormick, a good Virginian, gave the farmers a prosperity
they had not known since Washington and Jefferson had built the
Nation on farmer prosperity. It was a strange time, a loyal Southerner
in Chicage winning the war against the South.

But the war also made tens of thousands of industries flourish in
unwonted stylee Woolen mills earned fortunes, implement makers
quadrupied their dividends, munitions makers had the time of their
lives, and railroad builders and managers laid the foundations of
fortunes that a little later dazed the world. It was war, war for
democracy.

The Union was saved. There was a northern debt of $3,000,000,000,
a debt evidenced by bonds, payable in gold and in paper money as
well. When the war ended these bonds, or more than D0 per cent
of them, hastened to Philadelphin and New York and Boston, where,
under the new banking system, the control of the Natiom’s currency
had drifted. The end also witnessed, after a feverish day of specu-
lative prosperity, a decline of the price of farm products. The decline
became a slump. The hundreds of thousands of soldiers, farmers'
sons, went home to their farms. They increased the output of the
farms while Europe decreased her demands for American wheat and
corn and pigs. Was the farmer again to fall a vietim?

The price of woolen goods fell. Munitions were no longer nceded.
But southern cotton ecame back on the market and cotton cloths
were in reasonable demand. But fearing the future, as business men
ever fear the future, the industrialists asked protection against every
sort of competition in order that they might pay high wages—and then
sent to Europe for hundreds of thousands of workers to keep wages
down. The Government (all the southern planter lawmakers kept at
a safe distance) granted the protection and sent agents to Europe
to urge Immigration, immigration that mounted fte half a million a
year in a little while. It was privilege, vast privilege.

The farmer, as I have sald, went home to his fields in 1865. The
price of wheat fell from $2.50 a bushel in 1865 to 60 cents in 1896,
However, the vast fields of the West lay wide open and the land was
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free, The drill, the corn planier, and the reaper emabled the farmer
to produce untold quantities of grain and livestock. It was the day
of free trade in England and Germany, Hence, the men who had
fought the battle of common men in the Civil War now poured their
wheat into European markets to ruin their brethren in Europe. They
drove the English farmers into bankruptcy, if a farmer knows what
that means. Industrial cities took these runined farmers into their
employ or left them to emigrate to the United States—millions of
them.

But the United States, after her war for democracy, kept the tariff
bars so high that the goods of European mills could not get to the
toiling farmers of the West and South, while vast fleets turned hordes
of poor European workers into New England and the Middle States
and literally changed the face of the country—a revolution, nobody
observing it.

Nor was this all. The farmers back on their farms must pay the
cost of their own fighting in the Civil War, $3,000,000,000, a then
unpreécedented sum. They received greenbacks for their wheat at low
rates. They paid for their supplies in greenbacks at high prices, be-
cause the Government compelled them to do so. They wished to pay
the debt in greenbacks, debts owed to a small number of men who
had done little fighting. The Government compelled them to pay in
gold ; gold then—and long after 1865—at a premium of 25 per cent.

It was perhaps necessary, but it looked unfair; the tariff-protected
industry in its demand for high prices; it now protected the holders
of the debt in a similar demand for high prices, high prices for bonds
that had been bought for 60 or 70 cents on the dollar. The farmer
had gone home to pay himself for fighting. In order to do so he had to
ruln European farmers. With the meager returns he paid in gold
the debt that had been bought In greembacks. That was statesmanship.

The statesmanship of Sherman and Blaine and Grant; but it did
not lend good humor to the countenance of western farmers. The
world was a gad complex, all bound together in spite of wars and
tariffs; the victims were the men who had saved the Union. What
of the coiton farmers, stepchildren of the Republic? Their fight had
failed—needful failure. Their debt to themselves was simply canceled,
repudiated to break down all ineguality, to make democracy real in
the South, The price of cotton was high. It took 20 years for the
South to get back to normal in the cotton markets, the price of each
crop falling. The South was poorer than it was safe for any great
gection to be, many thousands moving away to the Southwest, where
land was free. Others moved into the Northwest to mmke wheat
cheaper than it was. Lands and ancient homes were deserted as lands
and homes had been deserted in 1820-1830.

Somebody set about a scheme to unite the restless West with the
broken South. If they united they might control the United States
and learn the way to self help, farmers thus taking the control of
things into their own hands, as they had dome when young Calhoun
and Clay tried their powers In 1820, tariffs and paper money and great
banks to the contrary notwithstanding. But then somebody reminded
them that the two sections of farmers had waged the Civil War,
They must vote as they had shot; and children must vote as fathers
had shot. There was an end of farmer self-help, Neither Bryan nor
Roosevelt found any way to share with the farmers the vast and un-
precedented prosperity of the mew and unprecedented Republic. A sin-
gle State in the East received twice as much of the annual income
of the country as all the 13 Southern States!

Hundreds of thousands of farmers and children of farmers moved
into the thriving cities. They sought places in the mills, on the rail-
roads, in the great business houges, counting the money.

But in the cities, the glare of electric lights blinding men's eyes, the
vanities of politicians deceiving their minds, the sons of farmers met
the incoming hordes of Europe, poor European farmers competing with
poor American farmers—all being led by the garish lights of a new
and marvelous revolution which filled the world with cities and filled
the cities with hosts of strange men talking strange languages, talking
and drinking—then organizing and fighting.

Workingmen's unions, high prices for the better grades of labor; em-
ployers’ unions setting higher prices on manufactured goods, on the
products of the farm; tradesmen guilds that took from the farmers
their pigs and lambs, their froit and vegetables at prices of their own
making, sometimes sending to the farmers demands for more money
with which to pay the freight on what had been taken; marvelous cities
and more marvelous statesmen, those of Roosevell's and Bryan's restless
day.

Only Europe making ready for another war and organized labor talk-
ing of a coming class struggle relieved a little the strain of things dur-
ing the first decade of the twentieth century. The great farmer’s coun-
try was ceasing to be a farmer’s country, hundreds of thousands trekking
again, their earthly possessions on their backs, into the cold north-
western stretehes of Canada—the populations of the cities ever mount-
ing into the millions, that of the country deelining to less than half the
total of the country, western farmers still hating southern farmers. DBy
that process the politicians sustained themselves and the exploltation
went on. The first of the great wars of the young Republic started the
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proecess, 1812-1815: the second and greater sectlonal war carried it
further, 1861-1865. Would there be another war?

1w

In 1914 the leaders of the German Empire precipitated Europe into
a war long prepared for, a war which, like every preceding war, upset
the 1ife and changed the destiny of farmers on the wide plains of free
America, It was not long till pigs sold again at fabulous prices and
cotton get poor southerners' heads crazy, Ten cents a pound for pork
on the hoof, 20 cents a pound for cotton leaving the gins, beef and
wheat likewise pouring at similar prices into the great ealdron of war.
The ecities filled all the industrial chimneys with insufferable smoke;
the railroads wore out thelr tracks and their wheels carrylng their
burdens of munitions at huge profit to the scene of red and devastating
war. A third time the Industrialists and the farmers were prospercus
together, farmers driving Fords, business men Packards. Prosperity!

Would it last? But the roar of war become more and more audible,
The President of the Republic came slowly to see that a German victory
would work a change in the soclal status’ of the modern world, not
omitting the United States. He, llke Lincoln, thought to make the
world safe for democracy, his opponents wondering whether they woald
like a democratic world, quite as Lineoln's opponents had wondered.
He led the farmers into the war, millions of the sons of farmers, along
with their fellows from the cities. The price of wheat rose $1 a bushel ;
cotton now sold for 30 cents a pound, and pigs at 15 cents on the hoof.
War was the bonanza of the farmer, devastating war, the price of land
mounting, the migrating westerners coming back to their abandoned
homes, poor negroes hastening to northern cities to fill the vacant
places the fighting Europeans could not fill. It was revolution blessed
with amazing prosperity.

But the war came to an end. There was again a day of deceitful
riches; and then a collapse, first of farmers, next of business In the
cities. The world outside struggled between war and peace, the Presi-
dent, broken and hated for his scheme of peace that was falling, de-
parted. He gave place to another, to a new régime that would save
business if nothing else—a city régime made np of the fragments of all
nations, bent upon a policy of oblivion and isolation. It was but an-
other day till Europe once more ceased to buy cotton and wheat and
pigs; the farmers were cast down from their high prosperity. Cotton
could not be sold; wheat fell below the cost of production—dire distress.
From 1921 till the present moment the experience of 1820, of 1866, re-
peated Itself.

There was poverty wherever men produced the foodstuffs of the coun-
try; fair prosperity eclsewhere. But the fears of 1921, like those of
1866 and afterwards, raised again the protecting wall against Buropean
competitors who would see Huropean goods at low prices and buy
American farm products at rising prices. The fear of cheap Imports
ralsed the tariff walls higher than ever before. That secured the pros-
perity of business; it doomed the farmer, for no protective tariff could
help him, nor were rich, vacant lands anywhere.

Bomehow sgociety found a way to relieve the fears and distress of those
who own mills, run railroads, and operate the finances of the country.
The price of manufactured produects scarcely fell at all; the returns on
railway investments were stabilized by official gonaranty of 514 per cent;
the banks lent money at fixed and stable rates. Everybody received
help save those who needed it. Statesmanship!

The farmers sought legislation in their behalf. They failed. The
farmers of sufficient wealth and alertness organized and undertook, like
organized labor, to help themselves. Business turned upon them with
anger and fear; nothing was quite so wicked as the Farmer-Labor Party
of the Dakotas or the effort of La Follette and his kind to compel
national assistance. Some men, like CHARLES G. DAwWEs and Frank O.
Lowden, thought they saw the injustice of it all. They were hushed
up, threatened with ruin if they spoke their protests. The year 1924
registered the biggest protest against farmer self-help that was ever
registered.

And now the farmer sells in city markets controlled by the buyers;
he sells his surplus of wheat and beef in Europe at a price which com-
petition with Australia and Bouth America fixes; all the vast funded
debt of the Great War is collected in a few hands in eastern cities, and
the nmations of Europe owe the United States sums three times as large
as the national debt of 1866, the evidence of these debts being in the
gafety vaults of the great cities.

If the farmer organizes to command his own prices, the prices of
what he buys will be raised in proportion, for organized labor would
girike when the price of bread rose. If the farmer suggests that protec-
tion to manufacturers be lowered for his benefit, he is frightened with
a threat of economic panie. If he timidly suggests that European debis
be lowered or canceled in the hope of better European markets, he is
reminded of * repudiation,” as he was in 1870, Then he goes once
more to Congress, where he procures the passage of a law which was
designed to benefit him. The President vetoes it.

X

Is the American farmer to become a peasant? If the sons of farmers
continue to fill the vacnum of the cities due to restricted immigration,
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if the wealthler farmers and prosperous men from the cities continue
to buy great tructs of land and set up industrial units of the farms,
there may be a new farm feudalism which may secure a reasonable
refurn for farm products. That would mean the slow disappearance
of the millions of free, “ independent " farmers, such as Jefferson imag-
ined when the Republic was created. It would surely mean great num-
bers of the more stupid of the country working for wages or as tenants
on the lands of others, working and unable to better their condition,
unambitions and broken like their forbears in Europe. 4

If the farmers become peasants the wide * foreign districts™ of the
cities will hardly escape a similar lot. Is that to be the outcome of
“free lands for all,” of free speech and self-government, of that fine
program of democracy which for more than a century has been held out
to the underdogs of Europe? If history has any lessons for men, it
offers this warning and remonstrance.

It is not a day for complacent big-city politics. I3 it peasantry for
the farmers and fendalism in the world of i try and busi 7
Southern men and western leaders might well take stock of their re-
sources and seck a new deal in the politics of the time.

GOVERNOR SMITH'S CANDIDACY

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have inserted in the Recorp an editorial from the Statesville
(N. C.) Daily relative to the candidacy of Governor Smith.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, what is the request?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Jersey asks
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial in connection with
the candidacy for President of Governor Smith. Is there objec-
tion 7

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

J. W. BAILEY FOR SMITH

Mr. Josiah William Bailey's decision to support Governor Smith
means, it is believed, a considerable strengthening of the Smith forces in
the State, For many years Mr. Bailey has been a Democratic leader—
a real leader of consequence. He was a candidate against Governor
McLean four years ago and received strong support in the primary. It
is not supposed, of course, that Mr, Bailey will carry all his following
into the Smith column, or that he will try to do that. What is meant
is that one of his influence and standing will carry much weight for
the New York Governor, and his position will not be easily assailed.

First off, Mr. Bailey's record as to prohibition is above reproach and
its sincerity is unguestioned. He was canvassing the State for prohibi-
tion and its enforcement when some of our present * outstanding lead-
ers’ were not saying much., He is personally as well as politically
dry. Second, he has reached the conclusion to support Smith after long
deliberation. He has not acted hastily, He dismisses the religious end
of the matter without discussion. Mr. Balley stands for religious
freedom in reality, in deed as well as in word. e holds that one of his
religious faith (Baptist) ean’t raise the religious issue against anybody.
On the guestion of prohibition he would ordinarily be against Governor
Smith, and on that probably the eminent Raleigh lawyer has hesitated.
But he has decided that there are other things that matter, On that
point he says:

“ When I consider what has been going on in our couniry since Mr,
Harding was Inaugurated, I am convinced of my duty to disregard
minor matters to the end that our country may be rescued from a party
that has despoiled and disgraced it. It is indispensable that the Repub-
lican Party shall be driven from power in order that it may cleanse
itself and that our country may be cleansed of its corrupting influences.
I believe that Governor SBmith is the one man who may be relied on
to restore the Democratic Party to power, and that not to nominate
him will be to invite the risk of giving the Republican Party four, and
possibly eight, more years of power at a time when the welfare of our
land demands that it shall instantly be turned ont.”

Mr., Bailey finds in Governor Smith the one hope of Democratic suc-
cess, of rescuing the country “from a party that has despoiled and
disgraced it."
naturally contends is essentinl. He finds in Governor Smith a man of
admittedly high character and one of proven executive ability. That,
too, is admitted by the unbiased. On the question of prohibition Mr.
Bailey says:

“1 do not entertain the possibility of repeal of the eighteenth amend-
ment. There is no danger of that. It is not involved. I have no fear
that the liguor evil would become worse under the Presidency of Mr.
Smith. I think sound progress would be made toward the solution
of that vexed problem. I believe that he would bring to the adminis-
tration of laws enforcing the eighteenth amendment a common sense,
a courage, an integrity, and a sincerity of purpose that would prove an
invaluable contribution te the cause of temperance and to the solution
of the drink evil in so far as it may be solved by law. As matters
stand, insincerity and inefficiency are doing more to defeat the pur-
poses of the eighteenth amendment than could possibly be done by any
other means. Governor Smith has said that as President he would
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maintain and enforce the eighteenth amendment. T believe him. Even
his enemies testify to his integrity.”

As a matter of fact the suggestion of the repeal of the eighteenth
amendment is beyond the question. Neither the President of the
United States mor Congress could repeal the amendment, nor is it be-
lieved that will be tried any time in the near future, if ever. But
Governor Smith is not a prohibitionist, does not pretend to be. Those
who will vote only for a prohibitionist on the ground that none except
those who profess the name of prohibition will enforce the law, will, of
course, oppose the governor. But come to think of it we have not since
national prohibition had a President who claimed to be a prohibitionist.
Harding was not and Mr. Coolidge has said nothing about it. About
all the Republican presidential candldates who have declared themselves
on prohibition have been content to say they favor the enforcement of
the law, and some of them have said they opposed the repeal of the
amendment. Not one, so far as recalled, said he opposed any change
in the Volstead law. Of the leading candldates, Lowden has not
answered and Hoover evaded, except in general terms. Governor Smith
does favor the modifieation of the Volstead Act as to the alcoholie con-
tent of intoxicants, on the ground that the present law is dishonest,
But in the event Congress should, as would be very doubtful, enlarge
the alcoholic content to 2 or 3 per cent, the Smith idea is that the
States should bave power to say whether they would continue with
one-half of 1 per cent, as now, or accept the definition of intoxicants in
the improbable event Congress should emlarge the content., None of the
Republican candidates have sald anything about that, The only differ-
ence between them and Smith is that he has told the truth about his
position. Democrats who do not favor the increase of the alcoholie
content, who feel that would be fatal to prohibition, have ground for
opposition to Smith. But they don't know what they will get from the
Republicans,

MEBBAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the Iouse of Representatives, by Mr. Chaffee,
one of its clerks, announced that the House insisted upon its
amendment to the bill (8. 1822) to authorize the Secretary of
War to transfer or loan aeronautical equipment to museums and
educational institutions, disagreed to by the Senate, agreed to
the conference requested by the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Jamgs, Mr. WAIN-
WRIGHT, and Mr. GarreTt of Texas were appointed managers
on the part of the House at the conference.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the Speaker had affixed his
signature to the following enrolled bills, and they were signed
by the Vice President:

S.1628. An act relating to the office of Public Buildings and
Public Parks of the National Capital ;

H. R.405. An act providing for horticultural experiment and
demonstration work in the southern Great Plains aren:

H. R.3315. An act for the relief of Charles A. Black, alias
Angus Black;

H. R. 5580. An act to authorize appropriations for construction
of culverts and trestles in connection with the camp railroad
at Camp McClellan, Ala.

H. R.5817. An act to provide for the paving of the Govern-
ment road extending from St. Elmo., Teun., to Rossville, Ga.:
and

H. R.9829. An act to extend the provisions of the act of
Congress approved March 20, 1922, entitled “An act to con-
solidate national forest lands.”

FARM RELIEF

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 3555) to establish a Federal farm
board to aid in the orderly marketing and in the control and
disposition of the surplus of agricultural commodities in inter-
state and foreign commerce,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question i8 on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr., McKrLLAR].

Mr. CURTIS. Let the amendment be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the amend-
ment,

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, is that the amendment which
was stated on yesterday and went over for the day?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is.

Mr. CARAWAY. A number of Senators are now holding a
conference on the amendment,

Mr, McNARY. In view of the conference now being held by
some of the Senators representing portions of the South, I ask
that the amendment may go over for a few moments.
beMr. dCt'RTIS. I withdraw my request that the amendment

read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oregon [Mr.
MeNary] makes the request that the amendment go over for a'
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few moments, pending a conference. The bill is before the
Senate as in Committee of the Whole and is open to amend-
ment,

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr, President; I should like to have. the
amendment read. I do not know what it is.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The CHier CrErg. The Senator from Tennessee proposes the
following amendment:

On page § strike out line 17 and down through the period in line 1
on page ¢ and insert in lien thereof the following:

“gBgc. 4. (a) Whenever the board determines that any agricultural
commodity may thereafter require stabilization by the board through
marketing agreements anthorized by this act, or whenever the coopera-
tive associations, or other organizations representative of the pro-
dueers of the commodity, shall apply to the board for the creation and
appointment of the advisory council for such commodity, then the
board shall motify the President of such determination or application.
The President shall thereupon create an advisory council for the com-
modity, The advisory council shall be composed of seven members
to be appointed by the President by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate. No individual shall be eligible for appointment to a
commodity advisory council unlesg he resides in the region In which
the commodity is principally grown, and i8 a producer of the com-
modity. Prior to the making of any appointment to a commodity
ndvisory ecouncil, the board shall transmit to the President for his
consideration lists of individuals qualified for appointment, to be sub-
mitted to the board by cooperative associations or other organizations
representative of the producers of the ecommodity. The term of office
of n member of any commodity advisory ecouncil ghall be two years.
In the event of a wvacancy occurring, the President shall fill such
vacancy in the pame manner as the originally appointed member, and,
ghould Congress not be in session, such appointee shall hold office until
20 days after the convening of the next session of Congress."

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I desire to propose an
amendment to the amendment. Commencing on page 2, in line
14 of the printed amendment, I move to sirike out the words
“ appointed by the President by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate” and insert the words “appointed by the
board.” 1 also move to strike out the remainder of lines 15, 16,
17, and 18 and the word “ commodity,” in line 19. I should
like to have the attention of Senators who are interested in this
particular matter, because the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Tennessee seeks to change the whole purpose of
the bill. If the amendment I have suggested should be adopted
it would read as follows:

The advisory council shall be composed of seven members to be
dppointed by the board.

Then commencing in line 19——

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator is now referring to the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Tennessee,

Mr., CARAWAY. Yes; I am referring to that amendment.
I propose to strike out the words “ prior to the making of any
appointment to a commodity advisory council the board shall
transmit to the President for his consideration,” and provide—

That the board shall appoint the members of the advisory council
from a list of individuals submitted to the board by cooperative associa-
tions or other organizations representing the producers of the com-
modity.

Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President, if the Senator will pardon
me, I have not beeén able to follow his amendment.

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me explain it if I may to those who
are interested in it. Whether Senators are for the bill or not,
1 wish those who expect to vote on it to understand what the
two amendments seek to accomplish, The amendment proposed
by the Senator from Tennessee seeks to set up an advisory
conucil that shall be appointed by the President and confirmed
by the Senate and shall be composed exclusively of those who
are engaged in the produetion of the commodity for which the
particular advisory council is set up. Under that provision, if a
man had been a farmer but had become a marketing agent and
wis familiar with the marketing of the particular commodity
he would be ineligible for appointment to the advisory council,
although the council deals with marketing and not with produc-
tion. In other words, one who is skilled in the marketing of a
commodity unless he also produces that commodity would be
ineligible.

It frequently happens that most of those who deal with the
marketing of a commodity are only secondarily interested in its
production, Cotton very largely is produced by the colored race
in certain sections. The negroes frequently are very able
farmers; they are good producers; but their weakness has al-
ways been their lack of knowledge of marketing.

The amendment submitted by the Senator from Tennessee
proposes to take away from the farmers the right to choose
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the best agent they can find to carry out their purpose, which
is to market their products; for thig bill primarily deals not
with produection, but with marketing. It has been thought by
some of us that the farmer ought to be permitted to select
as his agent the most sgkilled man he could find to handle the
marketing of his products. And that is what the advisory
council deals with exclusively. It has nothing to do with
production. It has everything to do with the marketing of
the prioduet. Therefore it seems to me and to those who con-
cur in that view that we ought to let the farmer have the
right to select whatever agent he may choose,

Mr, McCKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. I think that feature of the amendment
proposed by me can be easily remedied if the Senator would
suggest additional language so as to make it read, for instance,
“from producers or from those who engage in the marketing
of farm products.” I would be perfectly willing to aceept such
an amendment.

Mr., CARAWAY. I would not object to that, but I want,
while T am referring to it, to explain the matter to the Senate.

Mr. McKELLAR. I should be perfectly willing to accept
the Senator’s suggestion as to that feature of the amendment,

Mr. CARAWAY. Then, let me speak about it briefly and
see how far we go. We are not only exercising our judgment
in a matter concerning the prosperity of 30,000,000 American
citizens, but, indirectly, we are affecting every man and woman
and child in America by this proposed legislation. If we are
going to take over to a cerfain extent. the power that the
farmer has to market his products, we ought to let him at least
choose the instrumentalities from whatever source he sees fit
to employ. He ought to have the same liberty of choosing his
agents as has any man engaged in any other private business.
If he wants to hire from the State of New York an expert in
dealing with the marketing of cotton, although he never saw
a stalk of cotton growing, I say let the farmer have the right
to choose his agent among those who are entitled to be classed
as experts and get them where he pleases. That is what the
amendment I have suggested proposes to do.

The next objection is still more vital. The amendment of the
Senator from Tennessee seeks to take away from the farmer
the right to name his agent and gives it to the President of
the United States. It introduces two things that I think are
very hurtful. First, it denies the farmer the right to choose
his agent, to be responsible for the choice, and to be in control
of the agent. It gives him the right only to suggest to the
President of the United States a list of names from which he
should like to have his agent selected. There is mo power to
make the President respect that wish.

It requires the farmer to go with his hat under his arm and
bow down to the powers that be, whoever may be the Presi-
dent of the United States at that time, and say, “ With your
permission, I should like to have my agent, who is going to lie
clothed with power to make me prosperous or to make me poor,
named from this list. I have to say, though, that you can name
anybody you please, because the Constitution gives you that
right.”

I do not want to tie the hands of every American farmer by
transferring from him the right to select his own agent, and
conferring that right upon whoever may be the President of
the United States at that particular time. I do not care how
friendly a President may be; I know, and every Senator on this
floor knows, without impugning the motives of anybody who
has been President of the United States, that interests, where
they conflict, must trust largely to chance when it comes to
the President naming somebody to fill some particular office.
Those who do not have our viewpoint and yet are just as hon-
est as we may have the ear of the President of the United
States. He must listen to somebody; and therefore we intro-
duce the element of chance where the bill gives us absolute cer-
tainty if we do not accept this amendment in this form.

What we who are willing to trust the farmers want is this:
Let the advisory council be appointed by the board, but named
by the producers of the commodity. The act of the board in thet
case would be purely ministerial. It would be compelled to
respond to the agency that named the list. It would have no
diseretion. It could not say, I will take one of 300.” If the
producers of a product should say, *“ We want you to name John
Smith and Richard Roe,” the board would be compelled to
name those two people. The President of the United States,
however, could name anybody he chose. Therefore, why do
you want to take away from the farmers, who are to be most
vitally affected, the right to name their own agents?

Who of you, engaged in private business, would be willing to
submit to the President of the United States the decision as to
who should be the cashier of your bank, or who should be your
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bookkeeper, or who should be your farm foreman? There is not
a4 Senator on this floor who would say, “I am willing to abdi-
cate my right to have my business run by somebody that I
select, and permit it to be run by a man that somebody eisze
selects for me, although that other person may not know any-
thing at all about my industry, and have no interest in it.”

Under the amendment as we suggest, that the advisory coun-
cil shall be appointed by the board from the names of those sub-
mitted by the people who produce the agricultural product, there
is no uncertainty, The farmer will get whoever he wants, If he
makes a mistake, he will know who made it. He ean correct it

If you take the other proposition, however, the President
appoints and the Senate confirms; the man is there, and the
farmer can not remove him to save his immortal soul. He
becomes not the agent of the farmer, because, as we have all
observed, under the right to appoint a man to office the appoint-
ing power becomes to a certain extent his master. We have
geen that, and that Is inevitable, and in one respect that is to
be commended ; but there may be harm in it. If the President
names the advisory council, the advisory council no longer is
responsive to the farmers, whose welfare it has in its keeping,
It is responsive to the power that gave it life—that is, the
President of the United States.

Senators, let me ask you to think about it for a minute. If
you strike out the provision of the McKellar amendment, which
gives to the President the right to appoint the advisory council,
and adopt the language suggested, it says that the advisory
council shall be appointed by the board from a list named by
the farmers themselves, and the board must do it. It has no
discretion in the matter. It is a ministerial act. So the farmer
gets whoever he desires, and he can remove him when he
pleases, He is the farmer’s agent. He must represent the
farming interest, because he gets his authority there, and he is
responsive to that organization. He must account to them, and
they ean remove him if he proves reereant to his trust.

Are you willing to let the farmer choose his agent? Are yon
willing to let him say, “After I produce this agricultural prod-
uct I at least ought to be permitted to name the agent who is
going to determine when and how I am to sell it" ? That is
what there is in the amendment; and I sincerely hope that you
will let the farmers name their agent, and let that agent be
responsive to the farmers.

It seems to me unthinkable that we are willing here to set up
a machine that has to do vitally with the prosperity of the
farmer and deny him the exelusive right to control the machine
that has to do with his market. It is a serious thing.

If you take the McKellar amendment, which says the ad-
vigory council shall be nominated by the President and con-
firmed by the Senate, then it is of equal rank with the board;
but it has =ome powers, and the board has some, that are in
conflict.

Neither one of them is superior to the other. You have
respongibility and power separate, with equal rank, one with
power and the other with responsibility. Inevitably, unless
hnman nature changes, yvou will have conflicts, and the farmer
will be the vietim of a compromise which will not represent
the best judgment of either agency; and necessarily yon invite
disaster, because another part of that amendment, to which I
am now preparing to call your attention, says—and I agree
with that—that no marketing period may be begun or termi-
nated by the board without the assent of a majority of the
advisory council. In other words, the board may find out that
the faets are such that they ought to begin a marketing
process in a certain product, but they can not do it until the
advisory council says they may; or, having begun it, the board
may find out that the conditions have changed, and they ought
to discontinue it and let the farmer market as he pleases, and
pay no equalization fee, but they can not do it unless the
advisory council shall assent thereto.

They are both named by the President. They are both con-
firmed by the Senate. They have equal powers. One can not
act without the other. They are necessarily, in my judgment,
certain to come into conflict at some time; and the farmer is
the helpless victim between these two powers, set up by the
same agency, appointed by the same man, confirmed by the same
Senate, and clothed with the same authority.

Senators, let me =ay that I am oot unmindful of the grave
responsibility that we assume when we enact this legislation.
I am not unmindful that among many highly intelligent farm-
ers there is grave appreliension that it may prove disastrous
instead of helpful. I am not unmindful that it is an experi-
ment. I have not indulged and I do not indulge the hope and

the belief that the great henetits predicted by some will flow
I am hopeful that it

from the enactment of this legisiation.
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will point the way to the solution of a problem that is erying
out for solution ; that it will make it possible for the farmers
to cooperate 100 per cent, and therefore become the masters
of their own destiny instead of being the creatures of an indus-
trial system that has been destroying them. That is all the
hope that the legislation can hold out. If it has sympathetie
and intelligent administration, it may realize the dream of
those who have given years of their life to bring it about.
If it has unsympathetic or unintelligent administration, it is
going to bring humiliation and shame upon the people who have
advoeated its passage,

Therefore let us not tie the farmer hand and foot to the
whim of the President of the United States; and I am not
aspersing the President.

I am satisfied that he would do the very best he knew how;
but he must take somebody’s viewpoint, and that viewpoint may
not be the viewpoint of the producers of these products, and
therefore the instrumentality chosen may not be responsive to
their needs. You can, however, write into the bill a provision
that makes the farmer the absolute master of that situation.
Nobody can be his agent unless he selects him, and nobody can
continne to be his agent unless he wills that he shall be so.
He will be responsive to the farmer, and therefore the farmer
will have nobody to blame but himself if he gets a bad agent,
and he will have the power to remove him if he is unresponsive
to his needs,

I say that now because this other amendment follows that I
referred to, providing that the advisory council shall have the
power to veto the very heart and purpose of this bill if it
wants to.

I am willing for the advisory council to have that power
provided the advisory council is actually the agent of the pro-
ducer, named by the producer and responsive to the producer,
and subject to be removed by the producer if it proves unfaith-
ful to its trust.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes.

Mr, SWANSON. I desire to ask the Senator some guestions
for information. I bave not read the bill very carefully up to
this time.

As I understand, the bill provides that the advisory counncil
shall be appointed by the board.

Mr, CARAWAY. That is it.

AMr. SWANSON. This amendment provides that the advisory
council shall be appointed by the President.

Mr. CARAWAY. And confirmed by the Senate; that is it.
That is the difference.

Mr. SWANSON. As I understand, the Senator's contention
is that we cuan not make limitations in fixing the conditions upon
which the President shall or shall not make appointments, and
that under a recent decision the President has absolute, unlim-
ited power of removal.

Mr. CARAWAY. That is it.

Mr. SWANRBON. If the advisory council did noft concur with
the policy of the President, if this amendment is adopted he
could remove every member of the advisory council?

Mr. CARAWAY. Absolutely.

Mr, SWANSON, And retain or reappoint people agreeable to
him, to earry out his policies?

Mr. CARAWAY., That is it.

Mr. SWANSON. The Supreme Court decided that Congress
has the power of creating an agency to appoint minor officers,
whom the President wonld not have the power of removing.
Was not that included in the decision?

Mr. CARAWAY. Of course: the President would have noth-
ing to do with this advisory council.

Mr. SWANSON. The board would appoint the advisory coun-
cil, and they would be compelled to appoint whom the farmers
selected ?

Mr, CARAWAY. That is it. The language is that they shall
name whoever the farmers select,

Mr. SWANSON. The Senator’s contention is that they ean
do that under the Constitution, when the Congress creates this
board with the power, and they will be compelled to obey the
direction to do that. The Senator's contention is that the
President would not be compelled to obey it, under the Consti-
tution, as his is a constitutional office and power.

Mr. CARAWAY. That is it.

Mr. SWANSON. The President conld remove them at his
will ; but could this board do so?

Mr. CARAWAY. The board would have no such power. The
ageney that suggested them wounld have the exclusive power.
In other words, the farmer says, “This man is my agent, you
name him and clothe him with this authority, he is my agent,
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though he is not your servant.” If the langnage we seck goes
into the bill, he remains the agent of the farmer.

Mr. SWANSON. Appointed by him and removed by him?

Mr. CARAWAY. And responsive to him.

Mr. SWANSON. And responsive to him.

Mr. CARAWAY. That is it

Mr. SWANSON. And it is not in viclation of the Constitu-
tion under the recent decision of the Supreme Court of the
United States?

Mr. CARAWAY. Absolutely not.

Mr. SWANSON. In which they say Congress can give other
agencies the power to make appointments and the President
can not remove them. Is that the Senator’s contention?

Mr. CARAWAY. That is it

Mr. HARRIS., Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield.

Mr. HARRIS. As I understand the Senator, then, if this
advisory council should delay the equalization fee, the farmers
themselves being the creators of the council, it would be the
agent of the farmers, and would be responsive to their wishes.

Mr. CARAWAY. They would be responsive to the farmer.
They are just his hired men.

Mr, PITTMAN. Mr. President, I understood the Senator to
say that this advisory council would have the power to ob-
struct or change the policy fixed.

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes.

Mr, PITTMAN. Where do we find the provision as to that?

Mr. CARAWAY. That is in the amendment pending.

Mr. PITTMAN. It is not in the bill now?

Mr. CARAWAY. No. The only question now is how we
shall select the advisory council, and of whom it shall be. The
advisory council shall say when the board shall commence
marketing operations, and when it shall terminate them, but
I think we have to put this language into the bill to meet
the objections of the President.

‘We are preparing to deal, wisely or unwisely, by the vote we
are to take shortly, with the hopes and aspirations of at least
30,000,000 people. I do belleve that since we have determined
to do this, Senators ought to find out exactly what they are
passing upon when they cast their votes. It is not the ordinary
bill; it is a vital matter.

This other amendment must go in, I take it, if we want to
escape the President’s veto. Among the things he complained
of in his veto was the attempt of Congress to limit the agencies
that he should seleet; that is, the board. He said that was
an encroachment upon his constitutional right to make ap-
pointments, and that he would not permit Congress to infringe
that right. This amendment proposed by the Senator from
Tennessee leads right back to that controversy. It undertakes
to restrict the President in his right, although its supporters
say that we merely suggest. But if he wants to veto the meas-
ure—and we have been assured by the Senator from Ohio that
he does—that affords him a pretext; I will not say a reason,
because it is not a reason, but one who seeks a pretext can
find it. J

We surrendered much in the mechanism of this bill to keep
away from a conflict with the Chief Executive upon certain
matters that were not entirely conclusive as to the merits of
the bill. We yielded in order to meet some superficial objec-
tions he made. It was suggested that this amendment go in.
Where we give the veto power, there must be some reason for
the exercise of that veto power, there must be something to show
it was not just a whim. Therefore it is suggested that this
language go into the bill:

No marketing period under section 7 in respect of any agricultural
commodity shall be commenced or terminated unless the advisory
council for such commodity concurs in the respective finding or find-
ings which the board is required to make prior to the commencement
or termination of the marketing period.

It ' will be seen that the advisory council then becomes rather
a court of review. It meets the President’s objection that
under the other bill the advisory eouncil might veto the board’s
act out of mere caprice, out of whim, out of desire to be con-
trary. This says that their right is merely a right of review,
They must find the facts as they are, not as the beard says
they are. If they find the facts different, they can veto the
act of the board. It goes a little further than that, and I must
say that is what every Senator will want to put in it, and this
is the language we suggest to take its place:

No equalization fee shall be collected unless the estimates upon
which the determination of the amount of the equalization fee is
baged are concurred in by the advisory council for that commeodity.

Mr, BORAH. Mr. President, is that an amendment which the
Senator from Arkansas is offering?
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Mr, CARAWAY. We are offering this as an amendment to
the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee; yes. I presume
it is not worth while to discuss it, although the very vitals of
the bill are tied up in these amendments,

Mr. BORAH. Mr. I’resident, I think it is exceedingly im-
portant that we discuss it. In my opinion, these two amend-
ments go to the very heart of the bill.

Mr. CARAWAY. They are the bill itself, If the amendment
of the Senator from Tennessee prevails without change, we
might as well tear the bill in two, because it will be made impos-
sible of successful administration. We would be denying to
the farmers, whose rights are being invaded by this bill, what
little right remains to them of being the masters of the instru-
mentalities that are to deal with the marketing of their prod-
ucts, If Congress can not trust the farmers, if they have
neither theé intelligence nor the character that would warrant
Congress in letting them be the controllers of the products of
their own toil, then adopt the McKellar amendment and say
to them—because that is what it does—" We have not only lost
faith in your power to know when and how you should sell your
products, but we do not believe you have intellizence enough to
name your own agents. We are going to appoint a guardian for
you and deny you the right to say when you shall sell or how
you shall sell, or what instrumentality shall be your agent in
selling.” ;

That is tled uwp in this amendment. Let us be absolutely
clear about it. There is no reason why the Members of the
Senate, all men who have had experience, and all, saving
myself, at least, people of high intelligence, should confuse
language. However you may make it read in order to soothe
somebody’s prejudice, the thing is not to be adopted for a day;
it is to become a policy, and the truth in the matter must come
out.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, as I understand the Senator, he
is offering an amendment to the McKellar amendment?

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes

Mr. BORAH. Which one of the McKellar amendments?-

Mr. CARAWAY. It is the amendment which commences on
line 10.

Mr. BORAH., Section 47

Mr. CARAWAY. I will give it to the Senator, because I do
hope that Senators will read the provision.

Mr. BORAH. *“ No marketing period shall be begun or termi-
nated,” and so on? .

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes. It commences on line 13, page 2 of
the amendment, the first part of it, * the advisory council shall
be com of seven members, to be appointed by the Presi-
dent.” We hope to strike out * to be appointed by the Presi-
dent ” and provide that it shall be named by the board. Then,
when we come down to the marketing provision; that is, on
page 3——

Mr. HARRIS. Not only named by the board, but suggested
by the farmers’ organizations,

Mr. CARAWAY. Named by the board, and from lists which
the farmers themselves submit; so that they will get the exact
agents they want.

‘We want to strike out the provision as to their term of office,
so that they shall simply sit there as the agents of the farmers,
and whenever they cease to be their agents they shall cease to
hold office, just as when you hire a man in the conduct of your
business. You would not hire a man to be your bookkeeper for
10 years, without any power of removing him although he
might destroy your business within that time and force you
into bankruptcy. You would say, “I will employ you as long
as you fulfill the duties of this office satisfactorily to me."”

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield.

Mr. SHEPPARD. If the suggestion of the Senator from Ar-
kansas should be adopted, and if the advisory council appointed
by the board at the direction of the farmers should prove to be
unsatisfactory, how would the farmers proceed in order to
remove the board or any of its recalcitrant members?

Mr. CARAWAY. 1 am perfectly willing, if the Senator thinks
the language is not clear, to provide that the agents may be
removed npon the advice of the farm organizations, I take it,
however, to be axiomatic, that if they name them, and they
have no term of office, the minute the farmers are displeased
with them, they being their agents, they can replace them by
others. But if there is any doubt about it, I should like to have
it cleared up.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen-
ator?

Mr. CARAWAY. Certainly.

Mr. FLETCHER. I think this iz a very important matter.

Mr. CARAWAY. It is the heart of the bill




6200

Mr. FLETCHER. I would like to have the Senator turn to
the page and line where he wants language stricken out of the
amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me read just how we would make the
amendment read. Commencing on line 13, page 2, we would
make it read this way:

The advisory council ghall be composed of seven members to be ap-
pointed by the board.

That would be the language.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Is it not necessary for the Sena-
tor to take in the preceding sentence also, * The President shall
thereupon create an advisory council,” and so on?

Mr. CARAWAY. I am proposing to strike all that out.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator referred to line 13.

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought the Senator from Florida wanted
me to state how the amendment would read as we are proposing
to amend it.

Mr. FLETCHER. I want to know what the Senator proposes
to strike out.

Mr. SHEPPARD, Mr. President, may I ask if the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas is not to be proposed as
an amendment to the amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee?

Mr. CARAWAY, It is.

Mr. SHEPPARD. Has the Senator from Florida before him
the McKellar amendment?

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes,

Mr. CARAWAY. He was asking me about that.

Mr. FLETCHER. I was asking what the Senator proposes
to strike out of the McKellar amendment, and then insert.

Mr. CARAWAY. I would strike out commencing on line 10,
page 2 of the McKellar amendment as printed, the following:

Then the board shall notify the President of such determination or
application., The President shall thereup create an advisory eouncil
for the commodity, The advisory council shall be composed of seven
members, ete,

I would strike out all that language and simply say:

There shall be an advisory council composed of seven members ap-
pointed by the board from g list submitted by cooperative associa-
tions or other organizations representative of the producers of the
commodity.

That would be the amendment I would want to have adopted.
: JIME President, there is just one more feature I want to discuss

riefly.

Mr. FLETCHER. I might mention, if the Senator will allow
me, that some objection might be raised to that suggestion be-
cause some of the cooperative associations have not been suc-
cessful. They have broken down and, in a way, gone to pieces.
Whether they would be recognized as proper agencies for
representing agriculture is a question.

Mr. CARAWAY. But the language is “ by cooperative asso-
ciations or other organizations representative of the producers
of the commodities.”

Mr. FLETCHER. That might cover it.

Mr. CARAWAY. That is the language of the proposed
amendment.

Mr. SMITH. Would the word “or™ be better or would it
be better to have the word “and’™ than the word “or"?

Mr. CARAWAY. If we say “ cooperative and other organiza-
tions,” it presupposes that there are other organizations than
cooperative associations, and if there were not I do not see
how we could name them as cooperative associations, because
it says “ cooperative and other associations.” If we say “or"”
that would mean that it is the duty to recognize every asso-
ciation which represents any appreciable part of the producing
commodity.

Mr. SMITH. I recognize the object of the bill entirely, and
it is a proper one, to be to promote cooperation, and therefore
any farm organization should be given preference,

Mr. CARAWAY. That is true. May I say again, and then
I shall take my seat, that we conclude the amendment by
striking out the language arbitrarily providing that the board
shall not commence or continue a marketing operation without
the consent of a majority of the advisory council. I presume
there will be no serious contention that the language last pro-
posed ought to supplant that provision, becanse nobody would
want to have a capricious commencing or a capricious termina-
tion of this thing. There ought to be some reason for commenc-
ing a marketing operation and some reason for quitting the same.

Mr. SMITH. The Senator approves of that amendment?

Mr. CARAWAY. I think that ought to go in. I know that
it meets a part of the objection the President made to the
provisions of the other bill.
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Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I discussed somewhat at
length on yesterday with® the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
CAarawAY] several of these points. I had hoped that we would
take up the amendments seriatim and that the discussion with
respect to each amendment would be had at the time it was
pending before the Senate, instead of having a general discus-
sion such as we have had from the Senator from Arkansas this
morning. I think that would have been the more orderly way.
Of course, I do not mean to say that there is not weight in
some of the suggestions and some of the amendments proposed
by the Senator from Arkansas. For one, I shall be very glad,
when the amendments are reached, to give due consideration
to any suggestions that he may make with reference to a
change in the amendments proposed by the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. McKELLAR].

It is suggested with reference to those amendments that they
are framed with a view to taking out of the hands of the
farmers of the country the control of their business, that they
are based upon the idea that the farmers of the country are
not sufficiently intelligent to attend to their business, and that
they do not know what they need nor what they want. That
is the suggestion made by the Senator from Arkansas with
reference to the so-called McKellar amendments. Of course,
such suggestions are very wide of the mark.

I wish the Senate would give me its attention when I say
that the several amendments presented by the Senafor from
Tennessee are not amendments which he himself has drawn,
but are amendments which have been worked out by quite a
number of the Senators who represent the larger cotton-growing
States of the Union.

I would like to add to that, Mr. President, the further state-
ment that those amendments have been submitted to the repre-
sentatives of the farmers' cooperative associations and farm
organizations, who are here in Washington and who have been
instrumental in securing action by the committee upon this
great scheme, whose labors have been incessant, not only during
this session but during the last session. They are here, charged
with the performance of a duty intrusted to them by the farm-
ers whom they claim to represent, and we have consulted them.
As I am advised, every one of the representatives of those
organizations has agreed to the amendments which were pre-
pared by the Senators who thought they were representing the
interests of the cotton farmers of the country.

Mr, PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield.

Mr. PITTMAN. I am very much interested in the segrega-
tion of the amendments——

Mr. SIMMONS. I am going to discuss that later. I am
answering now a general charge that the commiitee which
prepared the amendments have sacrificed the interests of the
farmer, betrayed the interests of the farmer, and are trying to
put upon them something that they do not want, and that the
committee has proceeded upon the theory that the farmers have
not sufficient intelligence to know what they want.

Mr. PITTMAN. What I am trying to get at is this: Here
is an amendment which I hold in my hand——

Mr. SIMMONS. Will not the Senator allow me to discuss
that when we get to it?

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes. Bat, of course, I want to know what
the Senator is discussing.

Mr, SIMMONS. I shall be very glad to enlighten the Senator.

Mr. PITTMAN. I understand the general principles which
the Senator is about to discuss, but I do not know whether he
is with the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CArRawaY], or whether
the Senator from Arkansas is with the Senator from North
Carolina, unless I know what amendments he is discussing.

Mr. SIMMONS. I think the Senator is sufficiently versed in
the methods of discussion to know that before I enter into the
discussion of a thing in detail I would like to discuss some of
the general propositions which are alleged against the whole
scheme, especially as to the motives of those who have pro-
posed the measure. That is all I was undertaking to do for the
present. When I reach the particular amendment, I shall be
pleased to disenss anything the Senator may suggest with
reference to it.

Mr. PITTMAN. Both the Senator from North Carolina and
the Senafor from Arkansas have been talking about “amend-
ments.”” There is apparently one amendment ecalled the Me-
Kellar amendment. There is another amendment called the
Caraway amendment, I do not know which one the Senator
from North Carolina is discussing.

Mr, SIMMONS. I have just explained, in langunge as specifie
as I am capable of uttering with respect to any simple matter,
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that the amendments presented by the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. McKerLLAr] and spoken of as the McKellar amendments—
not one, but a dozen or more—were not prepared altogether by
the Senator from Tennessee, but that they were prepared by a
voluntary committee of Senators representing the cotton States,
who desire that the bill shall be so written as to promote the
cotton industry as well as the agricultural industry generally,
so that they can consistently support the bill. I regret that the
Senator from Nevada [Mr, PrrrMAN] has not suceeeded in
understanding me.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I suggest that the Senator
from Nevada is confused because he looks upon the McKellar
amendments as one amendment? They are all amendments to
a particular part of the bill, and the particular part of the
bill which each amendment proposes to amend is noted at the
beginning of each paragraph. These are all separate amend-
ments according to the paragraphs, and they show what part of
the bill they are intended to amend.

Mr. SHEPPARD. And they were all offered by the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR]. y

Mr. SIMMONS. Exactly; but I have just stated that they
were not drafted by him. They were drafted by a committee
of Senators.

Mr. SHEPPARD. I said they were presented to the Senate
by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, McKerLrLAz], and they are
known as the McKellar amendments.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes. I think the Senator was not here
when I so stated.

Mr. PITTMAN. I think that the Senator is now discussing
the amendments which are printed in the form now before
us known as the McKellar amendments, and that is all that
he is discussing.

Mr. SIMMONS. Certainly; and in that connection I purpose
to discuss some observations of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr, CaRawAY] with reference to the bill at large and also
with reference to some of the amendments.

Mr. PITTMAN. Now, the Senator from Arkansas proposes
to amend the McKellar amendment?

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; the McKellar amendments.

Mr. PITTMAN. That is what I understood. He proposes
an amendment to the McKellar amendment.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; as I have just stated.

Mr, PITTMAN. So when the Senator from North Carolina
refers to “amendments” he is referring to the printed form
of the McKellar amendments at the present time, and not the
amendment of the Senator from Arkansas?

Mr. SIMMONS. Of course, I will try to distinguish the
MecKellar amendments from the Caraway amendments when I
come to them. I am not at this time, however, disposed to
enter into any detailed discussion of the amendments. As I
stated, I think it would be very much better for us to discuss
the amendments as they are offered. There are probably 15
or 20 amendments proposed by the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. McKerrar] and probably 4 or 5 amendments proposed
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr, CARAWAY].

Mr. CARAWAY. They have been offered now, may I say
to the Senator, and we were about ready to vote on them.

Mr, SIMMONS. We are not going to vote on them en bloc?

Mr. CARAWAY. No.

Mr, SIMMONS, That is what I meant. They should be
voted on separately, and therefore I think, as they deal with
geparate propositions, it would be better to discuss them when
we reach the individual amendments.

Mr, CARAWAY. The Senator will find, when he reads them,
that they are so interwoven and engrafted one upon the other
that they must all stand or fall together, because while they
are offered as three separate amendments they deal exactly
with the same subject and are so linked together that we can
not discuss one without discussing them all

Mr. SIMMONS. I was going to disecuss such of the amend-
ments as the Senator from Arkansas discussed, or a part of the
amendments which I think probably meed further discussion.
But I was prefacing my discussion with the general statement
that if it were true that the amendments presented by the Sen-
ator from Teunessee [Mr, McKerLLar] do not correctly interpret
the best interests of the farmers of the country, then not only
the Senator from Tennessee, but a great many other Senators,
who represent the cotton States especially, do not understand
their needs either. Certainly it would not be charged that they
were deliberately betraying the interests which they represent
or which they should represent upon this floor.

Further answering the suggestions of the Senator that the
farmers are by these amendments left hopeless and without
protection by the provisions of the McKellar amendments, the
fact is that these amendments have been submitted to repre-
sentatives of the farmers' organizations who are here to-day
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and have been here since the inception of this legislation at
this session, as most of them were here when it was under con-
sideration at previous sessions, and who claim the right to
represent and to speak for the farmers. They have agreed to
the amendments of the Senator from Tennessee, without indi-
cating that such amendments would in any way be a betrayal
of the interests of the farmers whom they represent.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator from North
Carolina yield to me for a minute?

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes, I yield; but I did not interrupt the
Sen:;{;or. 1 do not, however, object to his interrupting me
at all,

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no; I will not interrupt the Senator.

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. CARAWAY. Of course, the Senator is translating into
my speech the word “betrayal,” whatever construction he puts
on it, and I am not going to complain about that; but I rose
for the purpose of saying that the farm organization leaders
who are here discussed the matter with me; they thought they
had to yield on that peint in order to get certain votes. It did
not meet their approval, but they thought it was a question of
expediency. There were some of those leaders in my office this
morning.

Mr. SIMMONS. I myself have not heard anything of that
sort, and I know nothing about it.

Mr. McEELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from
North Carolina yield to me?

Mr. CARAWAY. And they hope that it may be washed out
in the conference. That is the history of the matter.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, I want to say fo the Sena-
tor from Arkansas, who mentioned that matter to me on yester-
day, that representatives of the organizations came to see me
this morning, and I said, “ Look here, what do you gentlemen
mean? You told Senator CARAwWAY that you were rather com-
pelled to enter into the agreement to support these amend-
ments.,” Well, they then asserted vigorously that the amend-
ments met their approval. 8o there we are. They came to see
me this morning, and they told me what I have stated.

Mr. CARAWAY. I will tell the Senator from Tennessee what
we can do. We can go out and have a conference with them
all together, and settle in that way the question in regard to
what they want.

Mr. HEFLIN. 1 suggest a written statement be sent in here
and read to the Senate.

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not think that is necessary.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I have not heard any sug-
gestion of that kind referred to by the Senator from Arkansas
coming from these gentlemen. I have this to say about it,
though. If they have told us that these amendments were sat-
isfactory to them, when they were not satisfactory to them,
when they thought they betrayed the interest of the farmer
whom they represent, then they are not the kind of men that
I have taken them to be., That is all I have to say about it.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator from North Caro-
lina will permit an observation at this point, I desire to say
that if the men who represent, or claim to represent, the farm
organizations are guilty of what seems to have transpired, we
have not thrown sufficient safegunards around the proposed
law. It is claimed that they want to represent the best inter-
ests of the farmer, but I submit that the best interests of the
farmer can not be represented by that kind of action on the part
of those who claim to represent him.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, one of the contentions of the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CarawAy] is that the farmers
will have more protection under the bill as it is reported by
the committee than they will have under the bill if amended
as provided by the amendments submitted by the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McKeLLar], especlally with reference to the
authority and power vested in the council appointed to repre-
sent any particular commodity that may come under the pro-
posed law. There is not the slightest foundation for that con-
tention. On the contrary, the farmers will have infinitely less
protection under the bill as it came from the committee than
they would bave under the amendments of the Senator from
Tennessee. The effect of the amendments submitted by the
Senator from Arkansas would be simply to revert to the ac-
tion of the committee. The Senator from Arkansas is a member
of the committee which reported the bill, and he now proposes
to amend the amendments of the Senator from Tennessee so
as practically to restore the provisions of the bill as it came
from the committee. Those provisions were unsatisfactory to
certain southern Senators especially, and unsatisfactory be-
cause, and only because—and I ask Senators to bear that in
mind—first, the council as provided in the Senate committee
bill would have no power except advisory power. It would be
appointed by the board which would be appointed by the Presi-
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action, its action being in the main simply advisory. This
would inevitably make the council absolutely subservient to
the board.

We did not think it would be fair to the farmer that his
product, cotton, I will say, for illustration, the chief crop of
11 great States of the Union, should be brought into this bill
under the supposed protection of a special advisory council to
represent that interest when that advisory council would have
nothing but purely recommendatory and advisory powers and
when it would be absolutely subservient to the will of the board.

How is the board which the Senator from Arkansas says
should appoint the advisory council and under which the ad-
visory council would have no independent powers of its own
to be appointed? Here is the provision in regard to. the ap-
pointment of that board; I wish to read it to the Senate:

8rc. 2. (a) A Federal farm board iz hereby ereated which shall con-
sist of the Secretary of Agriculture, who shall be a member ex officio,
and 12 members, 1 from each of the 12 Federal land-bank districts,
who shall be appointed by the President of the United States, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate.

That is the way that board is to be created.
Mr. SMITH. Are there no qualifications?
Mr. SIMMONS. None that I can see. The bill reads:

(b) The terms of office of the appointed members of the board first
taking office after the approval of this act shall expire as designated by
the President at the time of nomination—

And so on.

A suecessor to an appointed member of the board shall be appointed in
the same manner as the original appointed members, and shall have a
term of office expiring six years from the date of the expiration of the
term for which his predecessor was appointed.,

- (e) Any person appointed to fill a vacancy in the board oceurring
prior to the expiration of the term for which his predecessor was
appointed shall be appointed for the remainder of such term.

(d) Any member of the board in office at the expiration of the term
for which he was appointed may continoe in office until his sueccessor
takes office.

'~ I am trying to find the provision as to qualifications, and ask
the Senator to find it if he can.

Mr. McKELLAR. To what does the Senator refer?

Mr. SMITH. To the qualifications of the members of the
board.

Mr. SIMMONS. Here it is; I have found it.

(f) Bach of the appointed members of the board shall be a citizen
of the United States, shall not actively engage in any other business,
vocation, or employment than that of serving as a member of the
board—

It is said that we can not restrict the rights of the President,
but here is a restriction in the blll itself—

and shall receive a salary of $10,000 a year, together with necessary
traveling expenses and expenses incurred for subsistence or per diem
allowance in lien thereof, within the limitations prescribed by law
while away from the principal office of the board—

I need not read further.

Then it proceeds to set forth the general powers of the board.
I see no substantial and special gualifications there prescribed
and required for members of the board.

Mr. SMITH. The only gqualifications seem to be that a mem-
ber of the board shall be a citizen of the United States, that
each member of the board shall be representative of one of the
land-bank districts, and that each member shall disassociate
himself from any other business that he may have been engaged
in and restriet his activities entirely to the functions of the
board. Then the vacancies occurring in the board shall be filled
according to the terms of the original appointments.

Mr, SIMMONS. Let me ask the Senator from Oregon, in
order to get this matter straight, if, under the bill as reported
by him, there is any limitation upon the President’s power of
appointment except as to citizenship and except as to the mem-
ber so appointed giving his full time to the duties of the office
and not being engaged in any other business?

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the President is given the
untrammeled right to make the appointments subject to the
limitations expressed by the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. SIMMONS. E=xactly. The board is thus constituted with
no limitations. The farmer has nothing to do with its appoint-
ment at all. There are 12 members of the board, and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture makes 13. The advisory council for which
the bill provides, and in respect of which the Senator from
Arkansas wants to so amend the amendment of the Senator
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from Tennessee that the provision shall practically remain as it
wis written, is to be appointed by this board.

It is troe that a limitation is placed upon the appointment of
the members of the advisory council.

?Ir. BORAH. The only limitation is that they shall be ap-
pointed from a list submitted by cooperative associations and
ot(l:g;-t organizations representative of the producers of the com-
m ¥.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; they are authorized and directed to
create a body appointed in that way, the members of which shall
serve without salary, and so forth. That is their limitation.
They are required, authorized, and directed to do that: but if
they shall fail to do that, if they shall disregard that direction,
what remedy has the farmer? What can he do in case the
board appoints some one contrary to that requirement?

Mr. BORAH. He can do the same thing that he can under
the bill generally, and that is nothing.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is nothing. That is what I say. But
even if the farmer had some way of getting rid of the board in
case they did not appoint the man the farmers recommended,
even if that were true, this advisory council as the bill is
written has no independence of thought and of action. It has
only the power to advise and it is the creature of the board.
Now, we wanted to remedy those two defects especially.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, as I understand the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee, this advisory council is to
be composed of farmers, and if the matter under consideration is
cotton some of them have to come from the Cotton Belt, and if
it is grain they have to come from the Grain Belt; and a list
is furnished the President from which they would be glad to
have him select the advisory council,

Mr, SIMMONS. Yes; that is true under the MecKellar
amendments. If the President is given the power to appoint,
he will not be compelled, of course—we can not compel him—to
appoint ; but we can direct in the law that he shall appoint from
a certain section; that he shall appoint persons engaged in a
certain line of business pertiment to the measure under consid-
eration. We did that in the Federal reserve act; we did that
in the flood relief-act; we have done that in 25 or 30 acts of
the past several years.

Mr. HEFLIN. But if he did not appoint the people that we
thought ought to be appointed, we could reject the appoint-
ments here,

Mr, SIMMONS. That Is exactly what I was going to get to.

Mr., McEELLAR. Mr., President, before the Senator leaves
the propesition he has just mentioned, it was said that if the
board appointed these members the farmers themselves would
virtnally appoint them.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am going to get to that, if the Senator
will allow me.

Mr. McKELLAR. I just want to call the Senator’s atten-
tion to this fact: For instance, take Tennessee, as an illustra-
tion. We have several farm organizations down there, inde-
pendent ones, and the board would select whichever one they
wanted to select, and the farmer would really not select the
members,

Mr. SIMMONS. I was going to get to that.
the matter of President’s appointments.

The President is circumseribed here only by a direction of
Congress such as we have put in other bills—that is, that
he shall appoint from certain industries, shall appoint somebody
and only somebody who is engaged in the production of com-
modity concerned, and that he shall consider in connection with
those appointments the list that is presented to him by farmers’
organizations, cooperative or otherwise—that is, that he shall
get the best recommendations that he can through the coopera-
tion of the farmers in making that selection. If the President
does not see fit to obey the law in that respect, we have no way
to coerce him about it, but we can reject his nominations ; but,
on the other hand, if the board does exactly the same thing,
we are without power to coerce the board or stop its action.
There is, however, this broad difference in the two propositions :

If the board appoints persons that are not interested in
the industry, persons that are not satisfactory to the farmers,
then the farmer has no remedy. He must submit to the board;
and the board, being so interested in controlling the matter,
are likely to select members for the council that they can best
control in the exercise even of the council’'s limited advisory
power.

Mr. President, all of thiz talk about the recommendations
of the farmers applies especially to the appointments made by
the board. The board is not required in the committee bill
to do any more than select from the industry, and select a rep-
resentative; but, once a selection is made, whether it conforms
to the law or mnot, there is no way to remove him from power.

Let me get to
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There is no check upon their action. The power is unlimited,
uncircumseribed. If, however, we have the members of the
council appointed by the President, and if the President shall
disregaréd the limitations that we have imposed, if he shall
refuse to appeint a person who is a producer or from a list
recommended to him by a farm organization or a number of
farm organizations, under the McKellar amendment the Senate
has the right of confirmation or rejection, and in the exercise
of that veto power we can restrain the action of the President.
I do not think it would often be necessary, but it might oc-
casionally be necessary, and when necessary it would be ex-
tremely important. Therefore, as a wise precaution, we have
insisted upon placing this power in the hands of the Senate
by prescribing that the members of the council shall be ap-
pointed by the President by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate.

Mr. President, Senators talk about the board or the Presi-
dent, either, acting upon the recommendations of these coopera-
tive associations and farmers’ organizations. With respect to
a great industry that does not mean anything, practically, or
mighty little. In each State, probably, there is a cooperative
association. There may be, as in the case of cotton, 10 or 11
States that are interested in the production of cotton to a large
extent. They may each have several separate organizations,
farmers’ organizations, cooperative organizations; they may
have representatives here at the Capitol claiming to speak for
them ; but I think the Members of the Senate know without any
discussion of that guestion on my part that very frequently the
alleged representatives of these organizations at the Capitol do
not speak what represents the sentiment of the farmer or his
interests.

Where there probably might be a dozen lists from which
selections might be made, it would be difficult for the Presi-
dent and it would be difficult for the board to determine whose
recommendation he should follow, There is, however, one pro-
vision in the amendment sponsored by the committee of which
the Senator from Tennessee is the spokesman, and which is em-
braced in his amendment, that is a safeguard that can not be
disregarded, and it is a safeguard that is easy of application;
and that is that the appointee on this advisory council, who-
ever he may be, whoever may recommend him or whoever may
oppose him, shall be a producer of that product. “A producer”
means a bona fide farmer, That was put in there because we
did not see how it would be possible to evade that. Surely the
President of the United States can not say that Congress has
not the right to say that in appointing an advisory board to
represent the interests of cotton, for instance, its members shall
be selected from the producers of cotton. Surely that is not a
limitation upon his authority of which he can complain. If
it is, then 1 assert that a similar limitation is written in at
least a hundred statutes, and no question has ever been made
about it; but it is a limitation so broad and sweeping and com-
prehensive that the President can not disregard it without in-
voking the immediate wrath of the Senate in the form of a
rejection of his nominee.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Caraway] insists that this
whole business shall be put in the hands of the cooperatives
and the farmers, and be insists that the bill as it came from
the House practically does that. The bill as it came from the
House does no such thing, The bill as it ecame from the House
simply permits them to recommend to a board whose powers
are unlimited in dealing with the provisions of this bill

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does
the Senator from North Carolina yield to the Senator from
Idaho?

Mr. SIMMONS. I will ask the Senator to pardon me a
moment. Furthermore, Mr. President, there are some sections
of the country that do not think these organizations always
represent the sentiments or the interests of the farmer, and
where, in fact, the farmers are not truly and adequately repre-
sented by any farmers’ organization.

I know of one particular State—I shall not designate it—
where there is but one farm organization, and I am sure there
are not 5 per cent of the farmers of that State members of that
organization. I know that they had a tri-State tobacco coop-
erative association there, and it functioned for five years and
then went into bankruptcy, and the farmers of those three
States have lost tens of millions of dollars. It has gone out of
existence, There is a cotton organization there, but not 10 per
cent of the cotton farmers of the State belong to it.

The Senator says we will coerce the farmers to join these
cooperative associations, and when we have coerced them all to
join, then we will give them the right to recommend to this
board whom they shall appoint as their advisory council to

LXIX—391

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

6203

represent them, when the Senator knows that if that board
disregards that recommendation, even if that consummation of
organizations should be accomplished and all the farmers in the
cotton States should become members of this cooperative asso-
ciation, even then they cculd disregard it, and the farmer would
have no remedy. On the other hand, under the bill we have
adopted, if the President disregards the recommendations of
these organizations which exist or may come into existence, and
makes an independent appointment contrary to the provisions
and spirit of this law, and not truly representative, we have
that provision in the law that “ We directed you to appoint
regardless of this list. We directed you in broad, general,
sweeping, comprehengive terms to appoint nobody except some
one who was a producer, and you have appointed a person who
is not a producer ”; and we have the power in the Senate to
say no to his nomination. That is a real safeguard that can be
invoked and that will be effective.

It will hardly be contended, I think, that the Senate as a
whole does not fairly represent the agricultural interests of
this country, does not sympathize with the agricultural interests,
does not understand fairly the needs of the agricultural inter-
ests ‘of the United States. and does not genuinely desire to
conform its action to their best interests. That will hardly be
contended. It will certainly not be contended that the Sena-
tors who represent the cotton States are not in sympathy with
the cotton grower, becanse in many of those States we have the
one-crop system. Practically the only money crop we produce
in certain southern States is cotton.

We negleet to produce those things which are necessary to
sustain the life of man or the life of the animals he employs,
and we buy those things from other sections -of the country,
because we once thought it was more profitable to raise cotton
and to buy those other things. We are distinctively a one-erop
section in many of the States of the South. My State has
broken loose somewhat from that, as has the State of the
Senator from South Carolina. Both of those States are not
only agricultural but they have become great manufacturing
States; but cotton and tobacco are the chief agricultural prod-
ucts of both. The balance of the Southern States are prin-
cipally cotton-growing States.

Can it be thought that the President will disregard our wishes
and the spirit of the law in this matter in the appointment of a
person to represent the cotton industry of the South on this
advisory council, which hag in its hands the life or death of this
industry, this advisory council which will, if the machinery
of this bill be put into operation, have enormous power? We
would like to safeguard all that, and we can do so under the
bill with the McKellar amendments. The council will have a
large voice in the control of the cotton situation, and under the
bill as reported by the committee it would be only the voice of
advice, the voice of recommendation. The members would be
merely the puppets of a board, and a board that is absolutely
free and independent of everybody from the time it is appointed
until its term expires, unless the President, who appoints it and
selects it, should see fit to remove one or more of the members
of the board.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, as the Senator is developing——

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President——

Mr. SMITH. I just want to ask a question.

Mr. President, as the Senator is developing the idea of how
far we may go in directing the President, or attempting to limit
him in the power of appointment granted him under the Con-
stitution, we have certain bipartisan boards appointed under
provisions we have written into the law providing for boards
to be composed of equal representation, or practieally equal
representation, from the two different parties. As far as I
Eknow, in my experience in the Senate, I have not known the
President to depart from the observance of such a provision
of law.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, one other thing, and I am
through. Everybody knews that the one stumbling block in
connection with this whole bill is what is known as the equaliza-
tion fee. That is a provision by which the farmer undertakes,
contrary to what is required of the other industries of this
country, to take care out of his own pocket of any loss that
shall be sustained in an effort to raise and support the price
of his product.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the Senator pardon me until I get
through with this phase of the matter?

The power of imposing this equalization fee is an exceedingly
great power. The act itself does not impose it. The act itself
expressly provides that it shall be imposed under certain cir-
cumstances and conditions. ¢

Mr. SMITH. By the board.
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Mr. SIMMONS. By the board. It does not direct that it may
be imposed by the advisory council, selected to represent that
particular interest to be brought in and subjected to this equali-
zation-fee burden. It vests that power in the board, and that
board, appointed by the President, with no limitations upon its
power, with nothing to restrain its hand, has the sole and ex-
clusive power of bringing any industry in this country under
the operation of this measure and imposing upon it not only
an equalization fee, but the board practically has the power and
the right to fix the amount of the equalization fee.

Mr. President, Senators representing the cotton States are
probably more interested in this bill than those representing
the wheat States, because this is a bill to take care of surpluses,
and the cotton industry in a year exports more in value than
the value of all the other agricultural exports from this coun-
try combined. It is proposed to go in under this bill and by
an equalization fee provide for the losses in withdrawing from
the market, if the conditions require it, six or eight million bales
of cotton a year; and, naturally, we who represent the South
want to know who is going to impose that equalization fee and
fix the amount of that equalization fee.

The Senator from Arkansas would have the board do it all
We say “no.” We have gone into this thing because you have
given us an advisory council to represent our product as dis-
tingunished from every other product in the United States, and
we want that advisory council to have the authority and the
power to veto any equalization fee that may be proposed, the
amount of it, and whether it shall be applied at all or not.

Mr. HARRIS., Mr. President, I understand that this ad-
vigory council would have to approve the recommendations of
the board, or they can veto them before they can put into effect
the equalization fee.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes.

Mr. HARRIS. Under the amendment of the Senator from
Arkansas would not this board be able to do the same thing?

Mr. SIMMONS. Not as I understand it. When we get to
that, if the Senator from Arkansas has an amendment that
would confer upon the board the same power our amendment
would confer, though he may use different language to do it,
we will make no objection. I do not eare anything about the
phraseology, but I want the advisory council, selected to repre-
sent this great interest, and not the board, to have the right
of controlling the imposition of the equalization fee.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the amendment which the Sen-
ator from Arkansas has shown me, which is to be on page 7,
after line 11, and which is relevant to this discussion, reads as
follows:

No marketing perlod under seetion 7 in respect of any agricultural
commodity shall be commenced or terminated unless the advisory coun-
cil for such commodity concurs in the respective finding or findings
which the board is required to make prior to the commencement or ter-
mination of the marketing perfod. No egualization fee shall be collected
unless the estimates upon which the determination of the amount of the
equalization fee Is based are concurred in by the advisdry council for the
commodity.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, so far as that amendment is
concerned, it differs to some extent from the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Tennessee, but I do not think it
very substantially differs from it. In one respect the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Arkansas is different from
the bill. What I favor is an amendment that will accomplish
this very purpose, either by the language used by the Senator
from Arkansas, or the language used in the amendment of the
Senator from Tennessce.

AMr. BORAH. I think this amendment offered by the Senator
from Arkansas is an exceedingly important amendment.

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Senator think it would strengthen
the powers of the council?

Mr. BORAH. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. If it would strengthen the powers of the
council, then I will accept it, so far as I am concerned. I want
to strengthen their powers.

Mr. BORAH. I quite agree with the Senator. I think the
amendment offered by the Senator from Arkansas is one of the
most important amendments offered to the bill.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am not fighting the amendment offered
by the Senator from Arkansas. I was controverting some of
the arguments of the Senator from Arkansas especially with
reference to the appointment of the council. Incidentally, I did
not know that his amendment was quite as sweeping as it would
seem to be. I had thought it covered not quite as broadly as
the McKellar amendment does the question of the equalization
fee, when it shall be imposed, what the amount shall be, and
when it shall be withdrawn or discontinued. When we get
to that amendment I shall be very glad to discuss it further.
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I was speaking of the general principles. I want a safe-
guard of that kind. It is needed in the bill. It is in the
amendment of the Senator from Tennessee. If the Senator
from Arkansas has an amendment which accomplishes the
same purpose and goes a little further, I would be perfectly
willing to accept it, but I would want to examine it for myself
before committing myself to it. -

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr, President, if I may have the atten-
tion of the Senator from Idaho, on page 3 of the amendments
offered by me, lines 6 to 14, inclusive, are intended to be sub-
stantially the same as the Caraway amendment. So far as I
am concerned, if the langnage would suit the Senator from
Arkansas and the Senator from Idaho better, I see no reason
to think that it is not equally as good as the language in my
amendment. I think it means exactly the same thing.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator from Idaho thinks it is
stronger.

Mr, McKELLAR. If it is stronger, let us have it.

Mr. BORAH. I have no doubt that the objective of the Sen-
ator from Tennessee is the same as that of the Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. McKELLAR. DPrecisely.

Mr. BORAH. But I think there is a concluding sentence
in the Caraway amendment which is execeptionally important
and I do not find it in the amendment of the Senator from
Tennessee, although I find in all probability the intent to arrive
there. That sentence reads:

No equalization fee shall be collected unless the estimates, upon
which the determination of the amount of the equalization fee is
based, are concurred in by the advisory council for the commodity.

Mr, SIMMONS. The Senator from Idaho will understand
that when I was discussing the equalization fee and its appli-
cation under the machinery of the bill, I was proceeding upon
the fact that under the committee bill the authority of the
advisory council thereby conferred was negative and ineffec-
tive, and that the amendments proposed by the Senator from
Tennessee were intended to correct that situation and ehange
their anthority from that of negative action to that of affirma-
tive action in disapproval or approval. I regard that as funda-
mental.

Mr. BORAH. 1 regard it as fundamental, too. I quite
agree with the Senator. The Senator is desirous of making
the advisory council somewhat an independent tribunal.

Mr. SIMMONS. Exactly.

Mr. BORAH. Then he refers to the powers of the advisory
council after it has been created. The Senator from Tennessee
offers certain amendments giving certain powers with refer-
ence to the board, but in my opinion there is one sentence in
the Caraway amendment which we ought to have.

Mr. McKELLAR. I will say that I agree with the Senator
from Idaho. I think it is better in the way the Senator men-
tions, and so far as 1 can now do so, I ask unanimous consent
to strike out, on page 3 of my amendment, lines 6 to 14, in-
clusive, and insert in lien thereof the language proposed by the
Senator from Arkansas in that regard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator may modify his
amendment without unanimous consent,

Mr. SIMMONS. I want to say that so far as I am con-
cerned I am contending for certain fundamental things in con-
nection with this matter. The first is that the advisory council
shall be an independent board. The second is that one of the
functions of the advisory council shall be the power to negative
any action of the board with reference to the bringing in of
agricultural product and the imposition of an equalization fee
upon that product, and the amount of the equalization fee.
Those prineciples I consider absolutely fundamental. If those
fundamental principles are preserved, 1 do not care whose
amendment is adopted. But I am opposed to any amendment
that would emasculate or wenken the powers of the advisory
council as they are fixed by the amendment of the Senator from -
Tennessee. The bill as reported by the committee would leave
the council a purely negative body with nothing but advisory
powers, subject to the control and removal by the board at all
times, and, therefore, the caprice of a board appointed by the
President without any limitation upon the power of appoint-
ment except eitizenship and place of residence.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I endeavored to interrupt the
Senator from North Carolina, but he saw fit not to permit me
to do so.

Mr. SIMMONS. No; the Senator need not think that I re-
frained from answering his question. I never have done that
during my service in the Senate and I hope I never will.

Mr. BRUCE. If the Senator had permitted me to interrupt

him, I would have said all I intended to say, I think, within the
I wish to say just a word

time allowed for the interruption.
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with reference to the importance which the Senator from North
Carolina attaches to the equalization fee provided for in the
pending bill. In my opinion there is no distinction in some
respects to be taken between the provisions of the bill relating
to loans and advances made out of the revolving fund pro-
vided for by it, and the fund created by the equalization fee.
That fee is really not a burden upon the farmer. It is a burden
upon the consumer.

Mr. BORAH. Not necessarily.

Mr. BRUCE. I do not agree with the Senator.
necessarily a burden upon the consumer.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I think the Senator——

Mr. BRUCE. Just a moment, if the Senator please.

Mr. SIMMONS. I thought the Senator asked me a question.

Mr. BRUCE. No.

Mr, SIMMONS. I beg the Senator's pardon.

Mr. BRUCE. I say that while the equalization fee is sup-
posed to be collected from the farmer, for all practical purposes
it is not collected from him at all. It is collected from the
consumer. The only difference between the result when such
a fee is collected and the result when a loan or an advance
is made out of the revolving fund is that in the latter case the
loan or advance comes out of the General Treasury of the
Federal Government and not out of the pocket of the consumer,
That is the whole difference.

The equalization fee, with due respect to the authors of the
pending bill, is nothing but a blown-up bladder. The bill is
.an artificial thing from beginning to end. For the first time,
almost, in the history of the human race, the general prosperity
is to be promoted not by creating abundance, not by producing
wealth, but by creating a dearth.

The power is given to the board to inflate prices with its
bellows whenever it deems it discreet to do so under the pro-
visions of the bill, and when it enters upon this process of
inflation there is no reason why it should not push it not
only to the point of providing what may be deemed by it to be
a proper price to the farmer for his commodity but to a point
sufficient to cover the equalization fee besides. It is not true
that the farmer pays the equalization fee under the provisions
of the bill. He is allowed what is supposed to be a proper price
for his commodity, and if this amount is enhanced to a suffi-
cient additional extent to cover the equalization fee, what
difference does that make to him? But it makes a world of
difference to the consumer, becaunse it is he who has to pay
the price deemed the proper price for the commodity sold by
the farmer plus the amount of the equalization fee.

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BRUCE. I yield.

Mr. BORAH. It has been estimated that the consumers last
year paid about $29.000,000,000 for what the farmers of the
country produced, and out of that the farmers got about $9,000,-
000,000. The rest of it went to somebody who was operating
between the f er and the man who got the food. It might
be possible that this measure would have some effect upon that
gentleman, and if it did it would be a good thing.

Mr. BRUCE. That is a different question altogether—the
question as to how far the spread between the farmer and the
consumer under existing conditions is too great.

Mr. BORAH. It is not a different question, for the reason
that the basic principle of the bill is intelligent marketing to
enable the farmers to intelligently market their produce so they
will get what the produce is worth and not be robbed on the
way from the farm to the consumer.

Mr. BRUCE. It seems to me that the basic idea of the bill
is unnaturally to inflate prices by buying up the exportable sur-
plus of an agricultural commodity and creating a domestic
searcity in it; that is to say, artificially to tumefy the domestic
price for an agricultural product to such an extent as not only
to give the farmer an adequate price, but, where the equaliza-
tion fee will come into play, to provide for that fee also. That
consideration, so far as I know, has never received atten-
tion in the course of the discussion of the pending bill, but I
believe it to be an absolutely sound one. Of course, if the
equalization fee is really a burden on the farmer, then it is an
absolutely unconstitutional and unlawful one, because it is en-
tirely beyond the power of the Federal Government to say to
me, if I am a farmer, when I come to sell some product of my
farm, that I must submit to a deduction from the price whether
I am willing to do so or not,

Such an imposition is either a tax or it is an attempt to take
my property from me without due process of law contrary to
the guaranties of the Federal Constlitution. That such an im-
position for the lack of the general attributes of true taxation

I think it is
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can in no proper sense be considered a tax has been demon-
strated by the Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsu] in the
course of an argument which he delivered in this body last year
that was absolutely, in my humble judgment, unanswerable.

At the same time it was demonstrated by other Senators fully
as convineingly that if the farmer, willy nilly, is to be deprived
of a part of the price that he receives for a commodity that act
would unquestionably constitute a violation of the provisions
of the Federal Constitution which forbid the taking of private
property without due process of law and just compensation.
But, as I have intimated, so far as any contention that the
equalization fee contemplated by the pending bill would consti-
tute a burden on the farmers is concerned, it is unnecessary to
ask whether it is a tax; it is unnecessary to ask whether it
operates as the taking of private property without due process
of law, because the equalization fund is nothing but a purely
factitious thing. Provided that the farmer obtained a proper
price for his commodity it would make no material difference
to him; I can not repeat too often whether there were an
equal:fatiun fee created under the provisions of the pending bill
or no

It would be something that he would not only never get
himself, but would never expect to get. It would be paid by the
consumer, and by the consumer alone.

Mr. BORAH, The Senator from Maryland surely will con-
cede, will he not, that the present marketing system of the
farmer is not a success; that the farmer can not, under present
conditions; without some central organization or some central
power get that cooperation which is necessary to put his products
on the market intelligently? -

Mr, BRUCE. That situation would be met if the farmer
went ahead and, with constitutional and reasonable aid from
the Government, perfected his cooperative associations of every
sort. I doubt whether the present system for the distribution
of the farmer's produce is quite so bad as it has been repre-
sented to be; you can not have distribution any more than yon
can have production without cost; but I am willing to go to
any point to which Congress may constitutionally go for the pur-
pose of facilitating and cheapening the distribution of the
farmers’ commodities.

Mr. BORAH. Does not the Senator think that we have the
constitutional power to set up machinery to enable the farmer
successfully to market his products?

Mr. BRUCE. As the Senator from Idaho well knows, in
the beginning of our Government it was doubted by no less
a personage than Alexander Hamilton himself whether Con-
gress had any constitutional power to appropriate money for
the promotion of agriculture. We have long passed that period
without boggling over any such constitutional seruples, and
the country has reached the settled conclusion that agricul-
ture is, as has been said, one of the “twin breasts” of the
state, if not the public interest of supreme importance; and
in consequence of this conclusion Congress has gone on year
after year building up the superb structure of agricultural
supervision and aid with which we are all now so familiar.

Suffice it to say that I am given no opportunity to say what
my attitude toward the pending bill would be if the equaliza-
tion fee were stricken from it, as well as all the other devices by
which it secks to produce plenty by first producing scarcity.
Under proper conditions I should favor the extension of Federal
pecuniary aid to farmers’ cooperative marketing associations.

Mr. BORAH. Speaking purely as a question of constitutional
authority, would there be any difference. so far as the Con-
stitution is concerned, between setting up the machinery which
is contemplated in the pending measure, leaving out the equali-
zation fee, which would result in the successful marketing of
the farmer's products, and the authority which we exercised in
creating the Department of Agriculiure and appropriating for
it year after year in the effort to destroy the boll weevil and do
other things which affect agriculture? Is there any difference,
so far as the Constitution is concerned, in the exercise of those
two authorities?

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I am not in the slightest de-
gree questioning the constitutionality of the general measures
that the Government has pursued for the purpose of promoting
the welfare of agriculture; I have no disposition to do that,
and I do not know that I would have the competency to do it
successfully even if I were to attempt to do it; but the point I
make is that, so far as the equalization fee is concerned—and
that is the limit of my constitutional argument—it is an abso-
lutely nugatory, unlawful, and unconstitutional thing; and,
in my judgment, will be so declared whenever the guestion
shall be submitted to the Supreme Court of the United States.

I am not impeaching the constitutionality of the provisions in
the bill for loans and advances by the Federal Govermment fur
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the purpose of strengthening the farmers' cooperatives: under
proper restrictions and safeguards I am in sympathy with that
idea ; and even if I were disposed to doubt its constitutionalify
I should be very loath, indeed, to give any but a regretful ex-
pression to my doubt,

Mr. President, I had no thought of entering upon any gen-
eral discussion of the pending bill when I sought to obtain the
permission of the SBenator from North Carolina to interrupt him
for a moment. However, before I take my seat I wish to say
that I think that there is no need at this time for such a meas-
ure except so far as it might be made to furnish reasonabie
pecuniary aid by the Government to the voluntary cooperative
associations of the farmers themselves. If we were dealing
with anyone but the farmer; that is to say, anyone but the
individual who makes a particularly strong appeal to the sym-
pathy and respect of us all, we would deal with this bill, I
venture to say, in a very different spirit from that in which we
are dealing with it now. There is nothing peculiar——

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary-
land yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. BRUCE. I do.

Mr. BORAH. If we were not dealing with the farmer, in my
judgment we would make an appropriation direct from the
Treasury of the United States and set up machinery which
would enable him to market his products. We have done that
with reference to other industries, and, in my opinion, that is
the rule that we ought to follow in this instance.

Mr. BRUCE. The Senator from Idaho insists on harking
back' to the question of agricultural distribution machinery.
I have not taken issue with the Senator on that point; I have
not objected to the pending bill on that ground; but I do think
that we would never have thought of giving our approval to
such an artificial bill as it is if we were not dealing with the
farmer, who is, for all kinds of reasons, as we know, apart
from his numerical strength as a voter, peculiarly entitled, as
has always been recognized from the beginning of our Govern-
ment, to our cordial respect and support. Jefferson once de-
clared that the farmer is the most virtuous and useful member
of the whole community ; and so he is.

Speaking from my own intimate familiarity with rural life,
I do not hesitate to say I think that he lives more in harmony
with higher standards of industry, personal integrity, and clean
living than does any other member of the American body
politic whomsoever.

I was born and spent my boyhood on a farm. That, of
course, was many years ago. Among the farmers, in the
vicinity of the farm, I can not recall a divorce nor, except
where drink occasionally came in with the misfortunes that
follow in its train, even an unhappy marriage; certainly not
one solitary scandal that deeply stains the purity of domestic
life.

But, as I have said, we are not approaching the problems
which the pending bill seeks to solve as we would do an ordi-
nary industrial predicament. There is nothing extraordinary
however distressing, about the present plight of the farmer
when traced back to its economic causes. During the World
War all constructive peace work, so far as manufacturing in-
dustries were concerned, was laid aside, and all the industrial
energies of the Nation were devoted to turning out supplies
for the successful prosecution of the war. The consequence was
that when the end of the war came there was a tremendous
industrial slack to be caught up.

All sorts of industrial projects, all kinds of industrial needs
that had been shelved during the war, had then to be taken up
and accomplished or gratified; and it is that fact which fur-
nishes the explanation of the period of amazing industrial pros-
perity which marked the history of this country after the close
of the World War until a few months ago.

Now, however, that state of things is coming to an end. It
is computed that in the city of Daltimore alone there are some
15,000 people unemployed at the present time; the number of
the unemployed throughout the United States is now computed
to mount up into the millions.

During the World War the farmer, too, passed through a
period of wholly abnormal stimulation and activity. The war
created an enormous demand for agricultural commodities of
every sort, and the consequence was that men who were already
farmers made it a point to put in larger crops than they had
ever put in before, and men who never had been farmers and
who scarcely knew the difference between a horse and an ox
turned to farming as a pursuit. Besides, of course, as farm-
land values steadily rose many farmers went into the business
of buying more land, either for the purposes of larger production
or as a mere mafter of land speculation; and the banks, espe-

Arrin 11

cially throughout the Northwest, followed suit by making many
imprudent loans on exaggerated agricultural values,

Of course, the result was that after the World War, while
there was a tremendous industrial slack to catch up, there was
no agricultural slack to catch up; and inevitably there fol-
lowed a period of agricultural depression, disaster, and bank-
ruptey, bringing ruin more or less in some parts of the country

to the farmer, the banking interests, and all interests immedi- .

ately affiliated with agriculture.

Mr. BORAH. They deflated the farmer a little hurriedly,
too, did they not?

Mr. BRUCE. I have heard that alleged by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. HeFLin]. I do not know; I have never heard
any other Member of the Senate, so far as I ean recall, lay
very much stress upon that idea.

Mr. BORAH. Does the Senator lay no stress on it?

Mr. BRUCHE. 1 do not know how far it is true in point of
fact that the farmer was subjected after the World War to a
ruthless period of deflation by the banking system of the coun-
try or by any banking agencies of any sort. :

Mr. BORAH. I think the facts are available.

Mr. BRUCE. Well, I do not know. It is useless, it seems to
me, to g0 into that as the real cause of the misfortunes that
overtook the farmer affer the World War, when the results
of natural economic deflation were so inevitable under the
circumstances. 2

All that the present agricultural situation ealls for is the

healing influence of time, except, as I have said before, so far .

as' the Government, by legitimate and constitutional pecuniary
aid, can assist the farmer to perfect his cooperative agencies
of distributon.

For some years now, if our Secretaries of Agriculture can be
believed, if the wisest economists of the country can be believed,
a slow but steady process of improvement has been taking
place in the condition of the farmer. Agricultural labor has
been going down. Agricultural commodities everywhere have

been going up—not rapidly, it is true, but measurably, sub--

stantially—and I think I ean say without a moment's hesitation
that if there was no justification for such a measure as this
McNary-Haugen bill at the last session of Congress, there is
still less justification for it now, because the condition of agri-

culture at the present time is in every respect better than it

was at the last session of Congress.

A great deal of stress has been laid upon the fact that some
3,000,000 farmers have quit farming. If that exodus had taken
place in connection with the nonagricultural industries of the
country, it would, perhaps, not have received the attention that
it has. Everybody wounld have said that those industries were
simply responding to the ordinary, normal play of natural eco-
nomie forees. But as soon as farmers were seen quitting the
farm and going off to industrial establishments and getting em-
ployment at highly satisfactory wages such a phenomenon was
accepted as one of the most ominous, the most unprecedented,
the most tragie character.

It was distressing enough, but that, of course, is the way in
which economie adversity in any particular branch of industry
always relieves itself; that is to say, shifting a large body of
the workers in it to other pursumits. It is partly because of that
exodus of farmers that agricultural prices are again found to-
day in the ascending scale, and a steady improvement in every
respect in the general agricultural conditions is setting in.

The present bill but repeats the old story of disregarding the
admonitions of the wisest of all physicians, nature, and resort-
ing to the guack and his nostrum. It is enough for me to say
that I feel that I would be untrue to my representative funec-
tion, would be disloyal to my obligations to my constituency,
including the farmer himself, if I did not, as the President of
the United States has done and so many other Members of this
body and of the other House have done, set my face like flint
against this bill—this bill which has a lisp of alluring deceit
upon its lips, but nothing but dead sea ashes in its breast.

Always the worst enemy of the farmer ever since my boy-
hood has been not the San Jose seale or the Dboll weevil or
the corn borer but the demagogue and the charlatan,

Over and over again false friends of the farmer have come
forward to suggest some visionary or delusive remedy for his
ills, and from the agitations kindled by them many demoralizing
and destructive sequels have followed. I hardly exaggerate
when I say that since the American Civil War the pathway of
our political history has been strewn with the bleaching and
dissolving bones of economic fallacies like those that lurk in the
pending bill.

How well do I recolleet Peffer, with his long, straggling
beard, and “ Sockless” Simpson, and all the legislative guacks
of that time! How well do I remember some of their successors,
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bred by the Populist movement and the free-silver movement!
Of all those agrariun agitations, not one single, solitary one
ever came to anything so far as solid benefit to the farmer was
concerned—not # solitary one of them.

Here now is another similar proposal, We are again asked
to defy nature, to scorn the ordinary laws of supply and de-
mand, to experiment with legislative price fixing, to make a
whole industry prosperous by arfificial legislative hypertrophy.

1 do not object, under proper conditions, to the farmer receiv-
ing a special benefit. I think that he has peculiar claims to
legis.ative consideration. But bear in mind that whatever the
other consequences of this bill may be, one will be to make the
cost of living in many respects dearer to every man, woman,
and ehild In this country, including the farmer himself, than it
wuould otherwise be.

When this bill was brought in at the last session it included
only some six agricultural commodities. Now it includes all.
1 doubt very much whether it will work as it is intended to
work : but should it do so0, of course it would be in the power of
the Federal farm board, created by it, at any time that it pleased
to create such a dearth in the volume of an agricultural com-
modity as to make that commodity—whether it is corn or wheat
or pork, or whatnot—just that much more expensive to all Amer-
ican citizens, including the farmer himself,

In the region where I live the most profitable branch of agri-
culture at the present time is the dairy industry. I have had
more than one farmer near Baltimore say to me in recent years
that but for the milk, butter, and other dairy products which he
sold he could not make both ends meet. This bill, however, con-
templates nothing less than that for the benefit of the wheat
and the corn grower the prices of all the feedstuffs that the
dairyman uses in his operations shall be greatly enhanced.

Some Members of the Senate seem to think of farmers merely
as producers of the things they sell. They, too, are also con-
sumers of the things that they buy. Farmers, as well as the rest
of the community, will buy many agricultural products after
this bill goes into effect, if it does go into effect, that they them-
selves do not raise, and they, as well as the rest of the com-
munity, will have to pay the swollen prices which this bill has
been devised for the purpose of fixing.

Of course, if the bill works, we shall pass through the same
old round of sickening experiences that we passed through when
agricultural profits became deflated after the World War. The
same spirit of land speculation will be revived; men who are
utter tyros, as far as farming is concerned, will again be
resorting to farming as a profession. The farm market will
again be overstocked. Again there will be entirely too many
farmers working the soil, entirely too many farmers growing
crops, entirely too many farmers speculating in land, entirely
too many farmers borrowing money from the banks. Farm acre-
age will increase. Farm surpluses will be still more intractable,
Again we should see repeated all the disastrous consequences
that flowed from the World War period of agricultural ex-
pansion. Such results always follow in the economic field from
artificial stimulation in any form. They follow just as natu-
rally as intoxication follows from the excessive use of drink.

Some years ago the British in India, alarmed by the number
of human beings who were killed every year by the cobra da
capello, offered a reward for the head of every cobra. What was
the result? The cobras did not diminish in number and soon
the fact came to light that the Hindus were actually raising
cobras for the purpose of getting the recompense for their
heads.

Not only would the pending bill, if it became an act, render
every agricultural commodity dearer to all the citizens of our
own land, including the farmer himself, but it would make the
same commodities cheaper to the inhabitants of foreign lands,
thereby enabling our industrial competitors abroad to prosecute
their rivalry with us more effectively than ever.

Mr. President, there are innumerable other objections that I
could urge to the pending bill, but many of them have become
trite and threadbare by constant reiteration in the course of the
digcussion that has gone on over it. I really had not intended
to say anything to-day at any length about it, for I expressed
my opposition to it as pointedly, as clearly, and as cogently at
the last session of Congress as 1 was capable of doing. My idea
had been until to-day to remain silent with reference to it and
simply to register my opposition to it when the time for voting
came, trusting that the President of the United States, with the
calm mental balance and the fearless spirit that he has always
brought to the discharge of his duty in relation to Congress,
would again veto it. Indeed, since the publication of his veto
message in relation to the MeNarvy-Haugen bill at the last ses-
sfon of Congress it has hardly been necessary for anyone to
urge any additional objections to it. I regard that veto mes-
sage as one of the clearest, one of the most convineing, and one
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of the ablest messages that has emanated for many a day from
a President of the United States. It was only a few days ago
that I took it up again and read it with renewed pleasure and
instruction, from its first word to its last, and I only wish I
could induce every Member of this body to do the same thing
before he votes “aye ™ or “no™ on the pending bill.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I am not going to take the
time of the Senate to discuss the mechanics of this bill.’
Everyone knows that the bill is an effort on the part of Congress
to make the tariff effective for agriculture. I never at any
time have labored under the delusion or tried to make anyone
believe that it carries a complete remedy for the agricultural
gitnation in the United States at the present time.

So far as the tariflf affects the manufacturing industries of
the country and the manufactured articles that the farmer must
buy, to that extent it is hoped that the bill will remove the
handicap of his having to buy manufactured products in a pro-
tected market and sell the raw material in an unprotected
market.

There is nothing in this bill that I can see that will remove
the handicaps that agriculture suffers from time to time due to
the manipulation, the fluctuation of the money and credit
gitunation of the country. There is nothing in this bill to pre-
vent another deflation by the Federal reserve bank system like
the one we suffered in 1920 and 1921. There is nothing in this
bill to overcome the very heavy burden of freight rates imposed
upon agriculture in this country by the passage of the Hsch-
Cummins railroad law.

If I may, in connection with the discussion of agricultural
products, bring to the attention of the Senate the additional
burden placed upon the back of agriculture of not only having
to buy in a protected market, but the other burden of having
to pay the freight both ways on what we have to sell and what
we have to buy; and, due to the transportation act, having had
freight rates raised from 50 to 75 per cent due to that act, I
feel that a discussion of the agricultural situation can not be
complete unless that question of freight rates is analyzed
with it.

I have here an editorial from the Wall Street Journal, in
which the editor pays me the compliment of taking me to task
for a statement I made in the city of Minneapolis last fall in
discussing the agricultural situation from the economic stand-
point. Because we have heard so much about the term * eco-
nomic soundness ” when we discuss the agricultural situation, I
thought it might be interesting to the Senate to have an
example of the views on economie soundness of some of the
high priests of that emlt who criticize us for proposing some-
thing that is economically unsound and their understanding of
the economies of agriculture and the freight situation.

The editorial is headed by a caption “A mistaken Senator.”
It reads:

People familiar with the United States Senate, and even with United
States Senators, say that HEXRIE SHIPSTEAD, senior Sepator from
Minnesota, improves upon acguaintance.

I might say that I do not take the time of the Senate to read
that statement simply for the purpose——

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator will admit it, will he not?

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. 1 will not admit anything. I will not
even admit that it is a compliment. He goes on to say:

He has made occasional speeches in the Senate which were almost
entirely devold of the populist progressive nonsense which was hia
stock in trade when he entered politics. He is a dentist by profession
and eredibly reported to be a good one. He returned to his early bad
manner the other day.

This is what he said to a gathering of business men in Minneapolis:

“The National Government can not create wealth, but it does dis-
tribute wealth. Government price fixing has been declared unsound by
many experts, yet the Government has fixed prices and the income
vield for the railroads. Through a high protective tarif the Govern-
ment has enabled our industries to fix prices on merchandise, all of
which we pay. We pay freight two ways, first on the raw material
and then on the manufactured article.”

Benator BHIPSTEAD is confusing fixed prices with guaranteed prices,
and the Government does not guarantee railroad earnings, much lesa
fix railroad freight rates.

Here is this apostle of economic soundness making the decla-
ration that the Government of the United States does not fix
railroad rates. He continues:

The law merely limits those rates. If oune of those farmers whose
friend Senator SHIPSTEAD professes to be had the profit on what he
produces limited by act of Congress to 6 per cent, with anything above
that to be divided 530-530 with his improvident neighbors, he would be
in the position of the rallroads, except Lhat hils farm is private property
while the railroad is a publle utility.
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Any rallroad can reduce rates, and thousands of reductions have
been made since the last horizontal advance was conceded by the
Interstate C ce Commissi

I know of two cases, one on coal, the Lake Cargo cases, and
when the Soo Line and the Minneapolis & St. Louis Railroad
attempted to lower rates to the seaboard on wheat, and both
were denied the privilege by the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion under the law.

The editorial proceeds:

For all the Government, which means Congress, cares the railroads
can go into bankruptey. But no efficiency, however wise and however
valuable to the community, will enable the rallroad stockholder to earn
@ reward such as other property holders are allowed to reap without
question.

I have on my desk some statistics to show what has been
the fate of property and of agriculture in answer to what he
says that property has enjoyed since the passage of the trans-
portation act.

The editorial then proceeds:

What does Senator SHipsTEAD think he means when he says that
“ ye,” presumably himself and the farmers, * pay the freight two
ways™? Of all men the farmer consumer is least concerned about the
tariff. His own product is highly protected, and he is more nearly
self-supporting than any of the 72 per cent of our population not
engaged In agriculture. Does Mr. SHIPSTEAD think that he pays freight
on the wool he ships to market, and pays freight again when that wool
is manufactured into cloth? The consumer pays the freight, and if,
by eome magical process, the farmer’s wool could be transported to the
factory without cost and without the help of the railroad, the beneficiary
would be the manufacturer because he, and mot the farmer, pays the
freight, taking it back ultimately from the wearers of the cloth he
manufactures.

I take it that this is an example of the economic soundness
doctrine of these people who have for all these years been
fighting some kind of a measure upon which the agricultural sec-
tions of the country could agree and upon which a majority of
the Congress could agree. I want to analyze his statement. Ife
asks some economic questions in his editorial. I would not
take the time of the Senate on this matter did not the economic
queries raised deal with one of the principal measures of this
session, namely, legislation aiming at stabilization of the agri-
cultural industry.

The point to which the Wall Street Journal takes exception,
indeed, the ground which the editorial writer bases his con-
tention that I am a * mistaken Senator,” appears to be that
the farmer pays the freight two ways. The editor contends
that the manufacturer pays the freight on the raw material
from the farm to the factory, and thereafter passes the ecost of
the freight to the consumer.

Our Wall Street editor, therefore, seems to be laboring under
the presumption that the farmer is in a position to, and actually
does, fix the price on his produet, a price presumably based on
production cost, and that the manufacturer has to pay this
farm-fix price plus cost of transportation.

It is not difficult to understand, Mr. President, where this
Wall Street editor has been living during the past 20 years. He
has been living not far from his editorial sanctum. Certainly
he has never been on a farm, or in a farming community, nor
given any attention to farm-marketing conditions, or to the rec-
ognized data of the farm problem during the past decade.

It will not be contended that the present Secretary of Agrl-
culture is a radical governed by ideas of “ populist progressive
nonsense,” such as charged in this editorial, or that any such
“ populist progressive” has held the Agriculture portfolio in
the past 20 years. Yet the basic method followed by the De-
partment of Agriculture for years, in its economic analysis to
arrive at the farm price, is this well-known rule: Take the
market price fixed by the traders and factory buyers at the dis-
tant terminal market, deduct from that price the transportation
and handling costs between the terminal market and the farm,
deduct insurance and commissions and overhead costs and
profits of the dealers, and the net residue, or what is left, is
the farm price—what the middlemen and factory and railrcad
permit the farmer to receive for his product.

The farmer has mo more voice in naming the price of his
product than he has in regulating the revolutions of the stars.
So far as the price of his product is concerned, the farmer is
to-day, as in feudal time, a subject vassal. He takes what the
produce trade, the manufacturer, the elevator system, and the
transportation agency see fit to leave him.

He pays the freight on his own product. The freight comes
out of the farm price. He pays the commissions, costg, and
profits of the middlemen—it all comes out of the farm price.
The manufacturer pays only the price fixed by the trade of
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which bhe is a member—and not a cent more. The farmer gots
the fixed-trade price less the freight, other costs, and profits,
Thus the farmer pays two ways—the freight on what he sells
and the freight on what he buys,

And that is the reason why the world to-day has a farm
problem. That is why the American Congress, for now the
fourth successive session, has wrestled with a farm problem—
how to place the farmer on the same economic basis of a fair
return as other industry—how to insure him a fair prospeect of
a farm price yielding production cost, a normal return on his
investment, remuneration for his labor, and exemption from the
unjust exaction that compels him to pay the freight both waya.
The unjust position of the farmer, Mr. President, is that he pays
not only his own costs but the costs of everyone else from the
time the crop leaves the farm until it enters the mill door.

The farm problem, the condition surrounding the marketing
of the Nation's staple crops, is nothing new. It is nothing
new in either House of Congress. It is nothing new fo the
executive branch of Governmenf, as shown by the reports
and research work of the Department of Agriculture and its
numerous bureaus for nearly a generation, and as shown by
numerous messages of the President on the subject. It is not
new to the country at large. It is not new to public economists,
Indeed, the unfortunate marketing dilemma of agriculture
seems to be recognized by all economists discussing our na-
tional problem. Did I say all, Mr. President? No; all but
one—the editor of the Wall Street Journal.

It is strange that our Wall Street editor is not familiar with
the notable economic research work of that “safe and sane"”
economist, Secretary Jardine, of the Department of Agricul-
ture. These two eminent economists—one in Washington,
D. C., as the chief agricultural authority of the present
administration, and the other in Wall Street as chief editor of
the stock-ticker industry—ought to be able to find agreement
in at least the fundamentals of economiec interest,

Our Wall Street editor finds that the farmer is “ highly
protected and he is more nearly self-supporting than any of
the 72 per cent of our population not engaged in agriculture.”

On the other hand, Secretary Jardine, editor of the Yearbook
of Agriculture, 1926, page 1204, finds that the value of the 22
main farm crops dropped from $12,442977,000 in the census
year 1919 to $7,036,786,000 in 1926—a shrinkage of $5,406,-
000,000, or 43 per cent, in seven years. Secretary Jardine also
finds that the shrinkage in value of all crops from $14,755,-
000,000 in 1919 to $8,415,000,000 in 1926 amounts to $6,340,-
000,000, a 43 per cent shrinkage in the gross income of
American agriculture during a seven-year period, when indus-
trials and railways, as shown by the stock-exchange records
of the Wall Street Journal, have shown the greatest expansion
of income.

In the daily Market Diary published by the Wall Street
Journal we find that the average “high” quotation of the
20 leading industrials has risen steadily from 120.51 in 1924
to 159.39 in 1925 and from that to 166.64 in 1926 and 199.78 in
1927. Here is a three-year increase in the market value of 20
leading industrials netting 77 points, or 64 per cent. A similar
rise in value of railway stocks is noted in the Wall Street
Market Diary—99.30 in 1924, 11298 in 1925, 123.32 in 1926,
and 14482 in 1927. The leading 20 railroad securities have
adlvanced in the past three years 45 per cent in stock-ticker
values,

Secretary Jardine, in his 1926 yearbook, takes the books of
15,330 typical farms of a larger size, averaging 304 acres,
valued at $14,157 per farm, and works out the average farm
income for 1925 on a farm of this presumed better-than-average
prosperity. The average gross receipts of this $14,157 farm
are $2.965 for the year. The cash outlay for labor, taxes, and
other expenses is $1,477. The receipts, less cash outlay, are
$1,074—less than the annual income of a common laborer on a
street job. The interest paid averages $225. There is a credit
of §223 for increase in personal property inventory, partially
offset by $131 paid for farm improvement. The value of the
family labor, including the farm owner, is placed at $994.

Thiz last item is worth attention. The labor of both the
owner of the average $14,000 farm, together with the labor of
his family, is computed by the Government as worth $994 a
year, or, less than $3 a day, and this in a period of so-called
nation-wide prosperity.

In table 507, page 1207 of the 1926 yearbook, Secretary Jar-
dine presents the final table of analysis showing * Returns
from farming: Returns to labor and capital.”

The return to capital on this 304-acre farm is $778. The
return to all unpaid labor is $542. The return to the operator—
family labor at hired labor rates—is $219 a year. His interest
on capital investment at 6 per cent is $1,029. Therefore he
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does well, in taking a gambling chance against the elements
and the traders who fix the price of his product, if he comes
out at the end of the year with any balance at all to stave off
the mortgage holder and sheriff.

Such is the financial status of an industry which leads all
others both in the amount of capital investment and in the
number of people dependent upon it for a living. The census
of 1920 gave the total capital investment of American farms
at $77,923,000,000, which was greater than the combined capital
investment of manufactures and mines, national banks, and
railways.

Since 1920 the value of farm property has been reduced by
$20,000,000,000; the number of farms has been reduced; the
ranks of the farmers have been cut down. The value of farm
implements and machinery on the farms has been reduced, as
ghown by the agricultural census of 1925, by $800,000,000, and
the value of livestock on the farms has been reduced by over
$3.000,000,000.

President Coolidge in his recent message to the Seventieth
Congress reminded us, “We must, howeven, preserve the
sanctity of a balanced Budget.” He was speaking of the Fed-
eral revenue. But the greatest Budget balance sheet the
sanctity of which we as representatives of the States are
bound in legislative duty to respect is the balance sheet of an
industry which even in its depleted state represents a capital
investment of $57,000,000,000, or nearly that of the railways
and stock-ticker industrials combined—an industry that sup-
ports a rural population of 40,000,000 in producing the food of
the Nation and the home market for all industrials.

The grave problem which confronts us now is whether the
balance to which the farm industry is presumed to be entitled
has any substantial existence in fact. Not only has the halo
of sanctity been blown away, but the balance itself is hard to
find, It seems to exist only in theory and in red ink.

It must be borne in mind that the seleet list of 15,000 farms
of 300-acre size which Secretary Jardine employed as a basis
for arriving at a tiny credit balance at the end of the farm year
were exceptional, probably much above the average in pros-
perity. They were twice the size of the average American
farm, and were farms that were supposed to be run on a busi-
ness basis, farms .that kept books. Let us now picture what
the balance sheet is likely to show when the agricultural indus-
try is taken as a whole,

The agriculiural census of 1925 shows 6,371,640 farms with
a total capital investment of $57,000,000,000 and the annual
farm crop valued at $7,472,000,000. The average farm is 145
acres, worth about $9,000, and the value of the average crop
per farm is a little under $1,200.

The interest alone, at 6 per cent on the $9,000 investment,
is $540. This leaves from the $1,200 crop a balance of $660 a
year to meet taxes, cost of tools, fertilizer, house and barn
repairs, medical and burial expenses, but would hardly leave a
balance large enough to support the hired man. The cows and
chickens would probably pay the grocery bill. But how to
raize a balance to clothe the family—that, again, is another
thing. The sanctity of the budget balance might depend upon
the income from the pigs. But the editor of the Wall Street
Journal says that the American farmer is doing better than the
average American in other lines of business, notwithstanding
the mounting earnings and stock prices of the industrials;
while President Coolidge predicts a continued wave of pros-
perity, crowned with Budget balance sanctity.

A balanced Budget in Federal revenue and expense all ap-
prove, but the principle of a balanced Budget should not stop
with Federal income in Washington, D. O. Its application
should be nation-wide. It is not a healthy sign, Mr. President,
when a selected list of industrials shows mounting incomes and
stock values reaching 60 per cent in three brief years, while
the farms that feed the Nation are being deserted or falling
under the sheriff’s hammer because they have no balance with
which to meet their debts.

We need a balance not only in our Federal Budget but in our
prosperity as a nation. The present lack of balance is well
illustrated in two cases which I now present. The two authori-
ties to whom I am indebted for the statement of facts are, on
the one hand, the Secretary of Agricnlture, and on the other,
the Wall Street Journal—perhaps the two highest authorities in
their respective crop and stock flelds,

Secretary Jardine, in his 1926 yearbook, finds that the farm
value of wheat per acre in the United States in 1926 (p. 1208)
was $17.12, while the cost of wheat production per acre (p.
1209), based on 1925 cost data, was $22.41, a loss of $5.29 per
acre, not including fixed charges such as taxes and interest on
the farm investment, -

In my own State—Minnesota—the value of the wheat crop
averaged $15.86 per acre against $18.61 as the production cost.
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In North and South Dakota, where there was a partial wheat
crop failure in 1926, the loss was still more heavy. Montana,
Missouri, and Nebraska came out with about the same margin
of loss as Minnesota., Kansas showed a slight margin of about
$2 per acre over production cost, but not enough to meet taxes
and interest on the farm investment. Iowa, Oklahoma, and
Texas realized a small balance over production cost, but hardly
enough to pay interest, taxes, the grocer, and oil and garage
charges. Pacific Coast States failed to recover production cost.

The wheat growers of the great State of New York—it seems
that somewhere west of Wall Street farmers are still growing
wheat—realized a farm value of $23.10 per acre for their wheat
crop, while the cost of raising it was $32.75 per acre. That
is to say, New York wheat growers failed to get back their
production cost by a margin of $9.65 per acre. To meet their
taxes and interest on capital invested, pay the grocer and the
cost of painting the house and shingling the barn, the wheat
growers of the Genesee. Valley perhaps called upon an inter-
mediate credit agency in Wall Street. But it is doubtful if
even the keen ear of 8 Wall Street editor was able to detect on
the stock ticker any sound like a dividend for the wheat grow-
ers of New York State,

Turn now to the companion picture—the Wall Street Journal
report of December 9 on the National Biscuit Co., an industrial
which converts the farmer’s wheat into the finished produet,
crackers. * National Bisenit expansion broad” is the headline
and then follows this amazing tale of five-year profits:

When National Biscuit sold at 179 recently, it was 8414 points above
the low of the year. Old shareholders who have held the stock since
before 1922, when it was split on a seven to one basis, see their old
stock selling to-day on A basis of $1,253 a share, and their income at
the current rate of $0 a share and $1 extra is $49 a share,

Par value of National Biscuit shares is $25. So in five years
of industrial prosperity this $§25 share has been split seven to
one, until the original share is now worth $1,253, and earns this
year $49 on the original $25 par—or, about 196 per cent on the
1922 investment. The Wall Street Journal truly says that
National Biscuit expansion is “Dbroad.” We are not surprised
at the further information:

PROBABILITY OF A 30 PER CENT STOCK DIVIDEND

It is believed this policy will develop with a probability of a 30 per
cent stock dividend or more, representing the money put into the plant
in the last five years being declared.

Naturally, what can the company do when its profits are so
“hroad,” except to issue a “ stock dividend or more"? Besides,
when the profits are swollen to stock-dividend size, there is
economy in converting them into a stock dividend, because stock
dividends are exempt from the income tax.

The report closes by calling attention to the strong balance
sheet of the National Biscuit Co.—*net current assets of
$32,525,2904 and current liabilities of $5,465,148, a ratio of ap-
proximately six to one.” Further we read:

Cash nlone at $5,540,213 exceeded current liabilities and the com-
pany had $14,000,000 in Government securities.

Here is a budget balance that would appeal to the President,
The sanctity of its budget balance has been sp well ed
that, to quote the closing sentence of the Wall Street Journal
report:

It is quite possible that earnings for the full year, despite the usual
generous writeoffs, will show considerably better than $7 a share on
the junior stock (par $25).

The friends of agriculture in the Seventieth Congress, Mr.
President, make no demands for a Budget balance as * broad "
or as full of “sanctity " as that so ably described by the Wall
Street Journal. No farmer dreams of earning $7 net on each
$25 invested, but he does hope to recover production cost and
enough to pay interest and taxes. No one has yet devised a
scheme by which farm shares can be split 7 to 1, so that a
$25 investment will be worth $£1,258 in five years and earn $49
a year on the original $25. But the Seventieth Congress does
hope, I believe, that some just and workable measure of market
stabilization may be established that will prevent a farm
capital shrinkage of another $20,000,000,000 in the next seven
years and a 43 per cent drop in the value of American crops.

We have been speaking of wheat and comparing the returns
of the wheat grower with the returns of an industrial that
converts wheat into a finished product. Let us now compare
the price returns of the farm from hides with the price of
the finished product, shoes. For our authority we have Secre-
tary Hoover, editor of the Commerce Yearbook, 1926,

On page 527 Mr. Hoover finds that the average price of No.
1 Chicago calfskin during the years 1912-1016 was 21.3 cents
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a pound. The price at the end of 1926 was 17 cents a pound—
a drop of 4.3 cents a pound.

A companion finished product, men’s blucher calf shoes, page
538, rose in price from £3.11 in 1913 to $6.40 in 1926—an
increase of something over 100 per cent.

It is plain that the farm producer had very little to say
about the price of his hides, while the producer of men’s blucher
calf shoes had a good deal to say about fixing the price of his
product. That the farmer paid the freight both ways is plain
enough when we note that the farm product, hides, dropped 20
per ecent during the period when the finished product, calf shoes,
rose 100 per cent. Here is a case where the farmer pays the
freight not two ways merely, but several other ways not
enumerated. :

Mr. President, I wish now to clinch the point as to who pays
the freight by bringing into harmony those two eminent au-
thorities, the Wall Street Journal and the Secretary of Agri-
culture. The proof of the point lies even in the market col-
umns of the Wall Street Journal and other commercial dailies
of the metropolitan centers, and the basic evidence has been
admitted in fact, though not in theory, for over a generation.

When wheat, for example, is on an export basis, which is
most of the time, the market price is fixed in Liverpool. That is
why the grain trade and all commercial journals cite the
Liverpool price in publishing market quotations.  With the
Liverpool price as a base when wheat is on an export basis,
the New York price, other conditions being the same, is the
Liverpool price less the freight, insurance, and commissions
between Liverpool and New York, and the Chicago price,
allowing for the gambling raids of bulls and bears, is the
Liverpool price less the freight, other expenses, and profits
between Liverpool and Chicago. Finally, the farm price com-
puted by the Department of Agriculture for the Mississippi
and Missouri Valley wheat belt is the Chicago price less the
freight, profits, and other costs between Chicago and the farm,

Thus all the freights by rail and ocean and all the costs and
profits between Liverpool and the farm come out of the farm
value of the crop. The farmer pays all the costs at the souree,
when he sells his crop at the terminal market price less the
freight, less all the costs, less all the profits. The editor of
the Wall Street Journal has only to consult his own market
columns, both the market guotations and the daily market dis-
cussion, to find that he and his numerous colleagues in the
stock and produce exchange markets have admitted and taken
the facts for granted from the day they or their fathers and
grandfathers published their first market quotations in years
so far gone that they have forgotten the significance of their
own findings,

Why do the market journals and the Yearbook of Agricul-
ture publish the Liverpool price for the American product
wheat? Because the Liverpool price is the clearing-house base
and the yardstick for wheat price fixing the world around.
Given the Liverpool price when wheat is on its normal export
basis, our Department of Agriculture knows the farm price in
every State in the Union by simply charging to the farmer and
deducting from his price all the costs by rail and sea for 3,000
to 5,000 miles of transportation. Does the farmer pay the
freight? He pays the freight and more. He pays the insurance
and commissions. He pays for the handling, the overhead, and
the profits of all the intermediary agencies and gambling
paraphernalia between Liverpool and the western farm.

Take a case. The 1926 yearbook, issued by Secretary
Jardine for the information of agriculture and the grain trade,
gives the Liverpool wheat price for December, 1926, as $1.80 per
bushel. The average combined price for the four principal
wheat markets—Chicago, Minneapolis, Kansas City, and St
Louis—for December wheat is $1.39. The estimated December
farm price received by wheat producers is $1.19.

In other words, between the Liverpool $1.80 the freight and
other costs and profits being deducted bring the average price
at the four mid-western terminal markets down to $1.39, a net
deduction of 41 cents a bushel. Between the §1.39 of the four
mid-west markets and the farm there is an average freight
and profit deduction of about 20 cents a bushel, bringing the
farm price down to $1.19. Did the farmer pay the freight?
The price he received tells the story. He not only paid the
freight but he paid all the costs and profits from the farm to
Liverpool, amounting to 61 cents per bushel, which is shown by
the farm price which the accountants and statisticians of the
Federal Department of Agriculture have computed for him.

Mr. President, I have given an analysis of the marketing of
farm products, including the freight situation, as outlined for
us in the reports of the Secretary of Agriculture and the editor
of the Wall Street Journal, in order that the picture, if it is
possible to make it more clear, shall be made more clear.
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It has been difficult to diagnose the situation in order that we
may prescribe a remedy. It has been very difficult to find a
remedy. It has been difficult to agree upon a remedy. It has
been difficult to agree upon a remedy that is adequate and com-
plete. I doubt very much that we have a remedy here that is
adequate and complete, 'We ean not afford to fool ourselves, nor
can we afford to fool the American people. I think we are
making a step in the right direction. We have agreed upon a
legislative measure that it is admitted will be of considerable
help. This is the first time to my knowledge that the Ameri-
can people have ever been able to agree upon a measure that
will have such widespread effect in the solution of a great
national problem.

I am not going to go into any detailed discussion of the argu-
ments that have been based upon the unconstitutionality of ap-
propriating money out of the Federal Treasury to help a private
business. One very distinguished Senator discussed the uncon-
stitutionality of taking money out of the Federal Treasury to
aid private business. In my opinion, it makes no difference
whether you take the money out of the Federal Treasury or out
of the pockets of the American people; it all comes from the
same source ; and I contend that for the past 30 or 40 years this
Government has been busy taking money out of the pockets of
our citizens to help private business all over the country except
the farmer,

What was the transportation act, the Esch-Cummins railroad
law, but taking money out of the pockets of American citizens
for the benefit of shareholders of railroad corporations? Where
does the money in the Federal Treasury come from if not from
the pockets of the American people? It is true that in filling
the Treasury of the United Stafes you call it taxes: in filling
the treasuries of the railroads you ecall it freight rates; but the
laws under which both treasuries are filled are passed by Con-
gress, and the payment is inevitable, So, whether you take the
money out of the Federal Treasury, or pass a law like the high
protective tariff or the Esch-Cummins railroad law, you are
passing legislation the effect of which is to take money out of
the pockets of American citizens to help private individuals;
and it is that kind of legislation that we have been protesting
against for years.

Of course it is paternalistic. Of course, it is bureaucratic.
We have always protested against it. We have never wanted
it. We did not create this situation. It has been created for
us, and in self-defense we are forced now to come to Congress
for our own preservation and protection and ask for the same
kind of legislation to protect the agricultural industry, involy-
ing the investment of more money than is invested in all the
transportation companies and all the industrial companies of
the United States, where the welfare of 40,000,000 people is
involved. In their behalf we are asking for this legislation
now.

I said in the beginning, and I say now, that I do not believe
this bill carries an adequate and complete remedy for the situa-
tion; but it is something that we have agreed upon, and we
have taken a step further in advance than we have in the past
25 years in the solution of this problem.

I have tried to protest against taking money out of the Treas-
ury of the United States to send the marines down to Latin
America for the purpose of protecting the investment, which is
not large, of American interests there. If we are going to
spend money for the protection of American property, if we
are going to uphold the sanctity of property anywhere, we
ought to do it first with American citizens here at home. Why
can not some of these people who are so anxious to spend thou-
sands and millions of dollars, they say, for the protection of
American investments abroad, spend something to protect the
rights of property, the sanctity of property, and investments in
the United States?

The slogan for some years has been “ We must put agricul-
ture on a par with industry.,” If this legislation becomes a law,
and if it accomplishes everything that has been elaimed for it,
it will still come far short of putting agricnlture on a par
with industry.

They say we ask too much. We have not asked enough, We
are asking for the return of a little of what has been taken
away from us. If the business of the Government is to protect
property, it is the business of the Government to protect the
property of all of its citizens, and not take property from the
many for the benefit of the few. That is the business of gov-
ernment—to establish justice for all of the people and not
merely for the few.

Mr, McKELLAR, Mr. President, I desire first to modify
some of the amendments I have offered. I will ask the elerk
to state the first amendment as modified.
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The CHier Crerx. On page 5, after line 15, the Senator
fropm Tennessee proposed to insert an amendment beginning,
“No action having a gemeral application.” It is proposed to

strike out the words “a general” and insert the words “an
exclusive,” so that it will read:

No action having an exclusive application to any one commodity
shall be taken by the board unless first approved by a majority of the
advisory council.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator have
the goodness to explain the significance of that proposed amend-
ment?

Mr, McKELLAR. The original amendment seems to be sat-
isfactory to everyone, except for the words *a general” before
the word *“application.” 1 will have to read the amendment
in order to explain it to the Senator. As modified it would
read:

No action having an exclusive applicntion to any one commodity
shall be taken by the board unless first approved by a majority of the
advisory council.

It was thought by a number of Senators that the words “a
general © should be stricken out and that the words “an ex-
clusive " should be inserted. That is acceptable fo me, and I
ask that the amendment be adopted as modified.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, does not that amendment make
the advisory council the really powerful body under the bill?

Mr. McKELLAR. No, it does not; it merely gives the ad-
visory council of a certain eommodity the right to veto actions
upon the part of the board that have exclusive application to
that particular commodity, that is all. The general adminis-
tration of the act, all the powers of the act, are still in the
board.

Mr. DILL. I understand that; but does it not make it the
authoritative body as to the particular product under consid-
eration to which the law would apply, or on which this board
would act?

Mr. McKELLAR. It would give it this authority of veto,
It would have no other power. It would have no power to
initiate action. I will illustrate.

Suppose an equalization fee is proposed by the general board
to be placed upon wheat. I believe wheat is raised in the
Senator’s State in large quantities. Suppose a majority of the
advisory council should be oppoesed to putting an equalization
fee upon wheat at that time, that majority of the council
would have the power to veto the action of the board.

Mr. DILL. Then it becomes, in fact, the ruling power as to
whether or not a product shall come under the terms of the bill.

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes.

Mr, DILL. So that it becomes really the powerful body as
affecting the product under consideration.

Mr. McKELLAR. It has that power. It does not become the
powerful body, becaunse it would have no power of initiation, no
power to earry out the terms of the act. It simply would have
a veto power on such a question as that,

Mr. DILIL. XNeither would the general board have power of
initiation, if the advisory council objected to it.

Mr. McKELLAR. It would have the power of initiation, but
not the power of carrying out until it was -approved by the
advisory council.

Mr. HARRIS. The advisory board, I understand, would have
the veto power, and could postpone indefinitely, if it wished.

My, McKELLAR. If it desired, as long as they voted that
way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEss in the chair). The
question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, as modified.

The amendment as modified was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. I will ask the clerk to state the next
amendment.

The CHier CLERK., On page 7, after line 11, insert:

No marketing period under section 7 in respect of any agricultural
commodity shall be commenced or terminated unless the advisory
ecouncil for such commodity concurs In the respective finding or find-
ings which the board is required to make prior to the commencement
or termination of the marketing period. No equalization fee shall
be collected unless the estimates upon which the determination of the
amount of the equalization fee is based are concurred in by the advisory
conneil for the commodity.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is the amendment which was sug-
gested by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] and very
strongly approved by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraH],
about which we had the controversy a few moments ago, It
takes the place of the two amendments on page 3 of the amend-
ment offered by me. I arsk that the amendment as read be
adopted.
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Mr. BLEASE. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum. I do not think these important amendments ought
to be acted on in the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten-
nessee yield for that purpose?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield for that purpose. 1 would like to
have a quorum present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Barki:iy Fess MecEellar Shipstead
Baya Fletcher MeLean Shortridge
Bingham Frazier MeMaster Simmons
Black Gerry McNary Smith
Blaine Glass Mayfield Smoot
Blease Goff Metcalf Steiwer
Borah Gooding Moses Stephens
Bratton Gould Neely Bwanson
Brookhart Greene Norbeck Thomas
Bruce Hale " Nye Tydings
Capper Harris die son
Carawny Harrison Overman Vandenberg
Copeland Hawes Phipps Fagner
Couzens Hayden Pittman Walsh, Mags.
Curtis Heflin Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Cutting Jones Reed, Pa. Warren

Dale Kendrick Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Dil es Backett Watson
Edge Klnkg Schall Wheeler
Edwards La Follette Sheppard

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-nine Senators having an-
swered to their names, there is a quorum present. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of the Senator from
Tennessee to insert on page 7, after line 11, what has been read
at the desk.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. I will ask the clerk to state the next
amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next amendment proposed by
the Senator from Tennessee will be read.

The CHier CLER. On page 11, line 2, strike out all after the
word * as" and insert in lieu thereof:

the board finds that such arrangements are po longer necessary or
advisable for carrying out the policy in section 1, and if such findings
are concurred in by a majority of the advisory council,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that the clerk may state the next
amendment.

The Cuaier CrLegs. On page 13, after the word “or,” in line
19, insert the words * after giving 12 months' notice to the ad-
visory council of the commodity affected.”

The amendment was agreed to. :

Mr. McKELLAR. I now offer the next amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The CHier CrLERg. On page 13, line 24, after the word
“ office,” insert the words “and the approval of a majority of
the advisory couneil.”

The amendment was agreed to,

Mr. McKELLAR. I offer now the next amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 15, line 2, strike out all after the
period down through the word * publish,” in line 4, and insert
in lieu thereof:

Upon the basis of such estimates there shall be from time to time
determined, and if such estimates are concurred in by a majority of
the advisory council for such commodity the board shall publish,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. I now offer the next amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.
The Carer CLERE. On page 15, line 13, insert the following:

The egqualization fee herein provided for upon any commodity shall
not be imposed until the same is approved by a majority of the advisory
council for that commodity.

Mr. McKELLAR. I may state that that becomes necessary
because it is directly under that part of the bill referring to
the equalization fee. It has been stated in substance already
by the amendment to which the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Borau] has referred and which he has in mind.

Mr, CARAWAY. If the Senator from Tennessee will pardon
me, I think he is getting into the bill two contradictory pro-
visions,

Mr, McKELLAR. In order to determine that question, I ask
that the amendment may go over for the present.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be passed
over.

Mr. McKELLAR.
stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

I ask that the next amendment may be
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The CHiEr CLERE. On page 15, line 15, strike out the words
“ determined upon " and insert in lieu thereof the words “so
published.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McEELLAR. The next two amendments, set forth in
lines 14 to 18 on page 4 of my proposed printed amendments, I
now withdraw and ask that the next amendment may be
stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next amendment will be
stated.

The Cmmr Crerx. On page 24, line 1, before the word
“ dollars,” strike out ** two hundred and fifty million " and insert
in lien thereof * fomr hundred million,"” so as to read:

There is hereby authorized to be appropriated, ete., §400,000,000,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The gquestion is on agreeing to the
amendment., [Putting the question.] The nays seem to have it.

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Chief Clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FESS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoBIxsoN].
Not knowing how he would vote on this guestion, I withhold
my vote.

Mr. PHIPPS (when his name was called). On this vote I
have a pair with the junior Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEoRGE].
I am informed that if he were present he would vote “yea.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.” I withhold
my vote.

Mr. CARAWAY (when the name of AMr. RoBiNsox of Ar-
kansas was ecalled), My colleague the senior Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. RoeixsoN] is confined to his apartment by ill-
ness. If he were present, he would vote “ yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HARRIS. My colleague the junior Senator from Georgla
[Mr, George] is unavoidably absent. If present, he would vote
6 }.eﬂ'n

Mr. KING (after having voted in the negative). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Howerr]., I am unable to obtain a transfer and am compelled
reluctantly to withdraw my vote. If permitted to vote, I sheuld
vote “nay.”

Mr. JONES. I desire to announce the following general
pairs:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dexeex] with the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Reen] ;

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr., Gmurerr] with the
Senator from Florida [Mr. TrammELL]; and

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. pu Poxt] with the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. WarLsH].

Mr. GERRY. I wish to announce that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. AsHUrsT], the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Warsu], and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PrrrMaN] are nee-
essarily detained on official business.

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to announce that the Senator from
Jowa [Mr. Steck] is necessarily detained from the Senate and
that if present he would vote “ yea " on this amendment.

The result was announced—yeas 43, nays 30, as follows:

YEAS—13
Barkley Dill McKellar Sheppard
Black Fletcher MecMaster Shipstead
Blaine Frazier McNary Simmons
Borah Gooding Mayfield Smith
Bratton Harrls Neely Stephens
Brookhart Harrison Norbeck Thomas
Broussard Hayden Nye Tyson
Capper Heflin Overman Wagner
Caraway Jones Ransdell Watson
Copeland Kendrick Robinson, Ind. Wheeler
Cutting La Follette chall

NAYE—30
Bayard Gerry MceLean Steiwer
Bingham Glass Metealf Tydings
Blease Goff Moses Vandenberg
Conzens Gould Oddie Walsh, Mont.
Curtis Greene Reed, Pa. Warren
Dale Hale Backett Waterman
Edge Hawes Shortridge
Edwards Keyes Bmoot

NOT VOTING—20

Ashurst George Norris Robinson, Ark.
Bruce Gillett Phipps Steck
Deneen Howell Pine Swanson
du Pont Johngon Pittman Trammell
Fess King Reed, Mo, Walsh, Mass.

So Mr. McKeLLAR's amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, it has been suggested that
the next amendment in my printed amendments might well go
over until to-morrow morning. So I ask that it may be passed
over eN;{ntil that time and that the following amendment may be
stat 4
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The next amendment will be
stated. ’
The Cuier CLERE. On page 26, after line 21, insert:

The word *“majority” means a majority of the whole board or
advisory couneil anthorized to be appointed.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, the question has been asked
by one of the new Members of this Chamber, Who is this F. W.
Murphy who is here in the interest of legislation intended to
establish economic equality for agriculture? For the enlighten-
ment of those who do not know, I desire to say that his home is
in western Minnesota near the South Dakota State line. He is
a large farm owner and operator and has been such for 25
years.

He is one of the original incorporators and ever since a stock-
holde{; in & number of cooperative farm organizations in his own
county.

He is a member of the Minnesota Farm Bureau Federation.

For 10 years he was a member of the board of managers of
the Minnesota State Agricultural Soclety and for 2 years its
president. :

Ever since its organization, in July, 1924, he has been chair-
man of the board of the American Council of Agriculture, which
organization is made up of more than 50 farm organizations of
the United States.

Since its organization he has been chairman of the board of
the Minnesota Council of Agriculture,

He is one of the originators of the McNary-Haugen type of
legislation and leader of the agricultural forces of the North-
g'ij.it during the last five years sponsoring the McNary-Haugen

He has spent 15 months in Washington during sessions of
Congress in the last five years urging enactment of the McNary-
Haugen bill.

He participated in the organization of the Corn Belt Federa-
tion of Farm Organizations, which meeting was held in Des
Moines in December, 1925, -

The Corn Belt federation is composed of nearly 50 farm
organizations of the States of Montana, North and South Da-
kota, Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Iowa, Minnesota, Illinois,
Indiana, and Wisconsin. Its legislative committee is made up
of 21 members. He has acted as chairman of this legislative
committee since the Corn DBelt federation was organized, and as
such has been in active charge in behalf of the Corn Belt
federation work here in Washington for the enactment of the
MeNary-Ilaugen bill.

He has not had one cent of compensation from any source for
all of the services he has performed for agriculture.

He is not one of the District of Columbia farmers: in faect, I
wish to say he has been our inspiration. He is one of the few
persons who have spent their time and effort in Washington
working for this measure. He has done it without salary and
without compensation. He has done it for the good of the
cause.

I submit for the Recorp a list of the farm organizations which
Mr. Murphy represents.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the list will be
printed in the REecorp.

The list is as follows:

The Corn Belt Federation of Farm Organizations includes 49 farm

organizations of the States of Oklahoma, Kansas, Nebraska, North Da-

kota, South Dakota, Montana, Idaho, Washington, Minnesota, Wisconsin,
lowa, Illinois, and Indiana.

The president of the federation s Mr. William Hirth, Columbia, Ao,

The secretary of the federation is Mr, A. W, Ricker, St, Paul, Minn,

The federation's legislative committee of 21 members, of which Mr,
F. W. Murphy is the chairman, has had charge of the campaign from
those States for the McNary-Haugen bill. It is comprehensively repre-
sentative of organized agriculture in the above States. The leglslative
committee's membership is:

F. W. Murphy, Wheaton, Minn., chairman of board American Council
of Agriculture.

James Manahan, St. Paul, Minn., Equity Cooperative Exchange.

Ralph Snyder, Manhattan, Kans., president Kansas Farm Bureau.

C. W. Huff, Salina, Kans., president Kansas Farmers' Union.

Thomas Cashman, Owatonna, Minn., executive board, Minnesota Farm
Bureau Federation.

Charles E. Hearst, Des Moines, ITowa, president Towa Farm Bureau
Federation.

H. G. Keeny, Omaha, Nebr., president Nebraska Farmers' Union.

Milo Reno, Des Moines, Iowa, president Iowa Farm Bureaun Federa-
tion.

Willlam Hirth, Columbia, Mo, president Missouri Farmers' Associa-
tion. s
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William Settle, Indianapolis, Ind., president Indiana Farm Bureau
Federation,

C. B. Steward, Lincoln, Nebr., secretary Nebraska Farm Bureau Feder-
ation.

C. N. Croes, Aberdeen, 8. Dak. president South Dakota Wheat
Growers' Association.

James O'Sheu, Roberts, Mont., president Montana Farmers' Union.

C. C. Talbott, Forbes, N, Dak., president North Dakota Farmers'
Union. .

John Simpson, Oklahoma City, Okla., president Oklahoma Farmers'
Union,

Charles Weller Mitchell, 8. Dak., chairman South Dakota Agricultural
Equity Commission,

E. E. Kennedy, Pontiac, Ill., secretary Illinois Farmers' Union.

G. P. Mix, Moscow, Idaho, president Idaho Export Commission League,

Joe Plummer, Akron, Colo., Colorado Wheat Growers' Assoclation.

J. C. Schumann, Watertown, Wis.

Walter J. Robinson, Spokane, Wash., president Northwest Wheat
Growers' Assoclation.

In addition to the above organizations the following are also
some of the other members of the federation:

North Dakota Wheat Growers' Association,
Farmers' Union of South Dakota.

Farm Bureau of South Dakota.

South Dakota Equality Commission.

Farmers' Union Terminal Association of Minnesota.
Farmers' Union Shipping Association of Illinoils.
Illinois Farmers' Union,

Minnesota Council of Agriculiure,

South Dakota Council of Agriculture.
Minnesota Wheat Growers' Assoclation,
National Corn Growers' Assoclation.

American Council of Agriculture,

Mr. NORBECK. The guestion has also been asked, Who is
Chester Davis that is here “lobbying” for the farmers? I
think the junior Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] answered
that guestion very well. I may supplement what he said by
stating that Mr. Davis was at one time a resident of the same
town in South Dakota that is my home. I have known him for
a good many years and have every confidence in his ability, good
judgment, and high purposes. He is alert and capable. His
ability is being recognized even by the opposition, who are irri-
tated by his activities.

I wish to state further that a Senator on the floor yesterday
referred to Mr. Peek as a man who claims to be a leader in
this movement. That is an error. It is, in fact, a false charge.
Mr. Peek has never claimed to be a leader. He just claims to
be a soldier in the ranks. He works intelligently and actively
for this measure that is calculated to give the Northwest a
square deal. Why should a Northwest Senator attack him?
His service has been unselfish and of a high quality,

The fact that he was at one time in the business of manufac-
turing farm machinery only adds to his better understanding
of the agriculiural inequality.

The charge that he has delayed the vote on this bill is ridicu-
lous, as was shown by the reply of the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. McNarY] yesterday. I should like to have printed in the
Reconp a letter from Mr, Peek to myself giving considerable in-
formation; second, a letter from Governor Hammill, of Iowa,
to Mr. Peek, and a copy of the law appropriating money for the
support of the organization. Next, a letter dated December 9,
1927, from the senior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Frazier]
to Mr. Peek and the reply by Mr. Peek to the Senator from
North Dakota.

There being no objection, the letters were ordered to be
printed in the Recorn, as follows:

NoeTH CENTRAL STATES AGRICULTURAL CONFERENCE,
ExgcuTive COMMITTEE OF TWENTY-TWO,
Washington, D. C., April 11, 1923,
Hon. PETER NORBECK,
United States Senator, Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR NORBECK : The Senator from Towa [Mr, BROOKHART]
made some misleading and erroneous statements in his remarks yester-
day, April 10, in connection with farm legislation and my own activi-
ties to which I direct your attention, in the hope that you will see that
the REcorp is kept clear.

(1) The Senator says I am a banker and represent the bankers of 11
States.

I am not a banker in any sense, except that I own 10 shares of stock
in a city banking institution, nor do I represent any banker or any
bankers’ assoclation except as they may be a part of the commonwealth
of the North Central Btates. I am not now and I have not been en-
gaged in any active business since the spring of 1924, except farming.
I own four farms, am operating two of them and financing operations
of the other two, one exclusively and the other partially, My position
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was made clear by your remarks on April 5, when in Introducing into
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the memorandum to which the Senator of
Iowa refers, you said (CoNGRESSIONAL Rucoep, p. 5926), in speaking of
my committee :

*“This conference was organized at a meeting of governors or dele-
gates from the 12 North Central States called by Gov. John Hammill,
of Iowa, in January, 1926. The purpose of the committee is to back
organized agriculture In its effort to secure economic equality with
industry.”

It scems strange to me that the Benator did not refer in his remarks
to the action of the farm organizations' support of the MeNary bhill,
particularly the action of the Corn Belt committes in Des Moines last
week in indorsing it.

The public will readily understand the difference between backing
the activities of the farm organizations in their effort to secure legis-
lation and * claiming " to be the leader of the farm movement in the
United States.

The extent to which my committee is supported by the people of the
State of Iowa is indicated by the action of the General Assembly of
the State of Iowa March 14, 1928, in appropriating $5,000 for the use
of the committee for the purpose of securing agricultural relief and
equality. (Letter from Governor Hammill of March 14, 1928, and
copy of resolution adopted attached.)

The Senator sald, “ He claims to be the leader of the farm movement
in the United States at this time.” I have not claimed to be the
leader of the farm movement, nor have I clalmed to represent any
farm organizations.

(2) In reference to the unwarranted eharge that I am more interested
in the political fortunes of some individuals than I am in farm relief,
I inclose a letter from Senator Frazikr, dated December 9, 1927, with
copy of my reply on December 14, 1927, which explained my position
at that time and nmow. (Correspondence attached.)

(3) I have never Interviewed the Senator from Iowa, any other
Senator, or any citizen of the United States on behalf of the candidacy
of any individual of either party. I have discussed political possi-
bilities with many people, including a number in both parties who have
been mentioned in connection with the 1928 campaign. These discus-
slons invariably have been initiated by some one else rather than by me.

As to his charge that I am the campaign manager for the Vice
President, that is not only untrue but such a situation has never been
digcussed by anyone so far as I know.

(4) In connection with Mr. Hoover's activities, I repeat that on
account of them he is more responsible for the continued depression
in agriculture than any other man in the Nation, because he has been
the agricultural advisor of the last two administrations, has refused
to support the program of the farmers, and has brought forth no con-
gtructive proposals of his own, although the probable effects of a
laissez faire attitude were called to his attention In January, 1922,

(5) As to how my statement of April 3 came to appear in the
Recorp, I quote my memorandum to you of April 5, 1928, which
explains my action and the reasons for it:

“This memorandum was prepared upon request of the late Senator
Willis, who told Mr. Murphy and me some three weeks ago that these
pamphlets were belng widely distributed in Ohio and that he desired
to know the facts in connection with Mr. Hoover's record as a friend
to the farmer, as the farm organizations knew them.

“1 have since learned that in addition to the two pamphlets to
which this memorandum is addressed other pamphlets and propaganda
material on bebalf of Mr. Hoover is being widely distributed. I have
concluded, therefore, to pass on the memorandum to you in the hope
that you will gee that it is placed In the REEcorp that the country may
know the truth, as distinguished from the representations Deing made
in Mr. Hoover's bebalf, in conpection with his record as a friend of the
farmer.”

“ Respectfully,
Bincerely yours,

GEeoRGE N, PEEE.”

GrorceE N. PEEE.

ExecoTIVE DEPARTMENT, STATE oF Iowa,

Des Moines, March 1, 1028,

Mr. George N. PeEk, Chicago, Il
My DuaR PEEK : Inclosed herein I hand you copy of bill which was
passed by the Iowa Legislature to-day, which was prepared and its
passage requested by me. Hope you are progressing with this com.
mittee in a manner that will secure results. If I can be of further
service, call upon me.
Cordially,
Joux HaMmMILL, Governor,

An act to appropriate a fund for the expenses of the Committee of
Twenty-two (22) organized and created under call of Hon. John
Hamnrill, Governor of Iowa, to carry on the endeavor to procure
agricultural relief and equality.

Be it enacted by General Assembly of the State of Iowa—
Sectios 1, Appropriation. There is hereby appropriated to the chair-
man and treasurer of the Committee of Twenty-two, organlzed and
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created at Des Moines, Yowa, under call of the Hon. John Hammill,
Governor of Iowa, for the purpose of procuring agricultural relief and
equality, out of funds not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $5,000,
or so much thereof as may be deemed necessary to pay the expenses of
gaid committee in carrying on their work and endeavor to procure
agricultural equality and relief. All unexpended balances shall revert
to the State. An itemized report of all expenditures shall be made to
the Governor of the State of Iowa by the chairman and treasurer of
said committee, showing the expenses incurred by it, and said report
ghall be placed on file with the secretary of state.

Sec. 2. This act being deemed of immediate importance shall be in
force from and after its publication in the Elkader Register, a news-
paper published in Elkader, Iowa, and the Des Moines Register, a
newspaper published in Des Moines, Iowa.

CreM F. KIMBALL,
President of the Senate.
Howarp A. MATHEWS,
Bpeaker pro tempore of the House.

I hereby certify that this bill originated in the senate and is known
as Senate file No. 11, special session.

WaALTER H. BEAM,
Becretary of the Senate,
Approved March 14, 1928,
Joay HAMMILL, Governor.
UNITED STATES BENATE,
CoMMITTEE 0N PosT OFFICES AND PosT RoOADS,
December 9, 1927,
Hon. Georce N. PEEEK,
Chairman Agricultural Conference,
1133 Investment Building, Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mg. PEEK : I am very much interested, as you know, in see-
ing worthwhile farm relief legislation p d at this si 1 am con-
vinced, too, that the people of my section of the country are insistent
upon the equalization plan remaining in the McNary-Haugen bill and
also upon the passage of the bill.

Persistent rumors have come to me that you are more interested in
pushing some of the presidential candidates than you are in farm relief
and that you are using farm legislation as a means to that end. Now,
I am frank in this statement because I feel that those rumors are lkely
to be a hindrance to the passage of favorable farm legislation.

I would appreciate a frank statement from you in regard to this

gtory which is being circulated.
Assuring you of my best wishes, I am,
Yours truly,

LyNN J. FrAzigr.

WasHINGTON, D. C., December 1§, 1927.
Hon. LYNN J. FRAZIER,
United Btates Senator, Woshington, D. O.

DEAR SENATOR FrAzIER: In reply to your letter of December 9 I want
you to know that I appreciate your frankness in asking me to comment
on the romor reported to you that I am more interested in pushing
gome of the presidential candidates than I am in farm relief. I do
not know where such rumors originate, but I do know that whoever
is responsible for them has not acguainted himself with the simple
facts or else deliberately misstates them.

First,'] wish to say that in my judgment effective relief for agri-
culture is more important to the Nation than #s the political success
of any Individual or of any political party. I am confident that the
record of my activity in trying to advance agricultural equality demon-
gtrates that I have been guided by that principle.

Your inguiry justifies a brief review of that record. Since 1921,
when it first became apparent that unless something was done the
burden of postwar deflation would be thrust on the farmers, I have
devoted most of my thought and effort to the problem of securing a
national policy that would protect and stabilize agriculture on a basis
of equality with other industries. Bince 1924 I have been engaged in
no other business.

Up to that time, with the exceptien of the war period, when I served
on the War Industries Board, I was in the farm-implement business.
The farmer was my only customer. When my business fell off because
the farmer was " going broke " and could not buy I first set to work to
study the cause; then to see if something could not be done about it.

In the fall of 1921 I presented certain conclusi and 1 d
tions, which subsequently became the basis for the first McNary-Haugen
bill, to officers of the American Farm Bureau Federation. In January,
1922, I published this material in the pamphlet Equality for Agricul-
ture, which was widely circulated. At that time I presented the recom-
mendation to Secretary of Agriculture Henry C. Wallace and SBidney
Anderson, chairman of the Joint Commission of Agricultural Inguiry,
indireetly to President Harding and Secretary Hoover and later directly
to President Coolidge. In the Harding agricultural conference in 1922
I assisted in getting a resolution adopted calling on Congress and the
President to take steps immediately to restore the falr exchange value
of the farmers' dollar. Early in 1924, while the first McNary-Haugen
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bill was under congideration In the House Committee on Agriculture, -
I came to Washington at the request of some of the farm leaders and
of SBecretary Wallace to assist in getting the measure before the Com-
mittee on Agriculture in the House, and 1 have been in Washington
during every succeeding session of Congress working to secure the
necessary legislation.

From the beginning I have insisted that this is an economie, not
a political, question, and opposed having farm relief become the foot-
ball of partisan politics. The policy of the Ameriean Council of Agri-
culture, formed at the St. Paul mass meeting in July, 1924, after the
defeat of the first McNary-Haugen bill in the House, was to support
Members of Congress who had supported the measure and to oppose
those who had voted against it, regardless of party. 1 was made
president of this organization. It took no stand in the presidential
campaign of that year, because the platform declarations .on which the
three candidates ran were all satisfactory.

That the eampaign for farm relief has been conducted without regard
to party lines is indicated by the vote which passed the MeNary-
Haugen bill in the Sixty-ninth Congress. In the House as well as in
the SBenate 57 per eent of the voting Democrats and 52 per cent of the
voting Republicans supported the measure, while some of the leaders in
each party opposed it.

Political significance was given to farm relief when President Cool-
idge, in plain disregard of his party platform, vetoed the measure to
help restore agricultural equality which Congress had adopted after
three years of study and debate. I am sure you will agree with me
that this political aspect has not been due to any of the actlvities of
the farm groups. Until the delivery of the veto message, in spite of
the reports that were current in Washington, I clung to the hope that
President Coolidge would approve the bill

Farm legislation is one of the Important tasks before the present
Congress. I assure you that I would be most happy if all forces would
join in passing an effective measure which addressed the problem ade-
quately, thus removing the guestion from consideration in 1928, But
I want to say most emphatically that I am not in favor of accepting
any measure which does not embody the essential features necessary
to permanent farm relief, nor do 1 minimize the importance of having
an administration that is sympathetic with agriculture, and is cour-
ageous enough to work for its rehabilltation. But my primary effort,
as 1 am sure the record I have briefly reviewed for you proves, has
been and will be to secure legislation under which agriculture can or-
ganize and hold its own in our organized society.

On the question of presldential eandidates, I do not believe my own
attitude differs at all from that of the many leaders of organized
agriculture with whom I come in contact. In either party the best
man for agriculture who has a chance to secure the nomination zhould
have the farm support, and when it comes to a cholce between party
candidates the same rule should apply, regardless of party labels,
While I do not flatter my=elf that my personal preference is of publie
importance, I am glad to assure you that the principles 1 have stated in
this paragraph are the ones that will determine my own choice in
1928,

I am inclosing an article from the Illinois edition of the Bureau
Farmer of the current month, which is a reprint of a paper presented
by me last August before the general conference of the Institute of
Polities at Williamstown, Mass,, on the subject of the * Political aspects
of the farm question.”

If you are interested in discussing this subject further with me,
particularly with regard to my personal views and appraisal of ean-
didates that are prominently mentioned for the Presidency, I shall be
glad to meet you at any time for that purpose.

Assurlng you of my high esteem and best wishes, I am

Yours sincerely,
GeorgE N. PEEE.

Mr., WHEELER. Mr. President, on yesterday it was
charged on the floor of the Senate that the pending bill was in
the interest of certain Republican candidates for the Presidency.
I wish to say about that that I am not at all interested as to
whether or not the bill is in the interest of any candidate, but
frankly I do not believe that it is.

In the first place, I do not think it makes any difference
who those on the other side of the Chamber nominate for
President in the coming campaign, because I think he will un-
questionably be defeated; but I am rather afraid that an im-
pression may have been created from the argument that took
place that the support of the McNary-Haugen bill ‘was mainly
limited to a number of individnals with no connection with
farm organizations or with cooperatives in the United States.
I am sure that is not correct.

Something was said about Chester Davis, whom he repre-
sented, and what his interest in agriculture had been, I ex-
plained that to some extent on yesterday, but I wish to say fur-
ther that my information is that Mr. Davis since he left Montana
has been representing farm organizations in the Middle West;
that they have created what they call an agricultural service,
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and that Mr., Davis represents that agricultural service here
in the city of Washington.

An impression was left as a result of the Senate debate
vesterday afternoon that the support of the McNary-Haugen
bill in Washington is mainly represented by a limited number
of individuals with no connection with the farm organizations
and cooperatives of the United States. This is not correct,

Over a year ago a number of the farm organizations and
cooperative associntions established an agricultural service to
work for the adoption of the principles embodied in the
McNary-Haugen bill. Chester C. Davis is in charge of the
Washington and Chicago offices of this agricultural service.
It is directed by the committee for agricultural service, of
which Dr. B. W, Kilgore, chairman of the legislative committee
of the American Cotton Growers Exchange, is the treasurer.
The organizations which are represented in this agricultural
service and which are contributing to its support are—

Central States Soft Wheat Growers Association.
Missisgippl Staple Cotton Growers Cooperative.
Missouri Farmers Association.

Burley Tobacco Growers.

Indiana Farm Bureaun Federation,

Executive Committee of Twenty-two.

North Carolina Cotton Growers Cooperative,
Arizona Pima Cotton Growers Cooperative.
Arknnsas Cotton Growers Association.

Texas Farm Bureau Cotton Association.
Evansville Producers Assoclation, Indiana,
Missiselppli Farm Burean Cotton Assoclation.
Tennessee Cotton Growers Association.

Illineis Agricultural Assoclation.

These organizations, through their agricultural service, are
couperating with other National and State farm organizations
in seeking this legislation. The American Farm Bureau Fed-
eration has indorsed and worked for this legislation for several
years, Its president, S. H. Thompson, and its Washington
representative, Chester H. Gray, are in Washington actively
working for this legislation at the present time,

The Farmers' Educational and Cooperative Union of Amer-
ica, known as the National Farmers' Union, speeifically indorsed
this legislation at its last national convention in Des Moines,
Towa, last November, Many other organizations of the farmers
not directly represented by either of national farm organizations
or agrienltural service have indorsed and are supporting this
legislation.

The North Central States Agricultural Conference, of whose
Executive Committee of Twenty-two George N. Peek is the
chairman, is an organization largely representing the business
interests of the North Central States whose program is to
support the farm organizations in their drive for agrieultural
equality.

Mr., Frank Murphy, the other gentleman who was mentioned,
is chairman of the legislative committee of the Corn Belt Fed-
eration of Farm Organizations, which is composed of the farm
organizations, the names of which organizations I ask may be
inserted in the Recorp as part of my remarks without reading.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The list referred to is as follows:

The Missouri Farm Association, the National Producers’ Alliance, the
Towa Farmers' Union, the Iowa Farm Bureau, the Iowa State Grange,
th: Towa Threshermen’s Association, the Ottumwa Iowa Dairy Marketing
Association, the Nebraska Farmers' Union, the Kansas Farmers' Union,
the Kansas Farm Bureau, the Minnesota Farmers’ Union, the Minnesota
Farm Bureau, the Minnesota Wheat Growers, the South Dakota Pro-
ducers’ Alllance, the South Dakota Wheat Growers' Association, the
South Dakota Farmers' Union, the North Dakota Farmers' Unlon, the
North Dakota Wheat Growers' Association, the Oklahoma Farmers’
Union, the Indiana Farm Burean, the Central States Soft Wheat Grow-
ers' Association, the Chicago Milk Producers’ Association, the Illinois
Farmers' Union, the Wisconsin Cooperative Creamery Association, the
Wisconsin Farm Bureau, the Equity Cooperative Exchange, the Farmers'
Union Terminal Association, the South St. Paul Farmers' TUnion Live-
stock Commission House, the Chicago Farmers' Union Livestock Com-
mission House, the Sioux City Farmers' Union Livestock Commission
House, the Kansas City Farmers' Union Livestock Commission House,
the Omaha Farmers' Union Livestock Commission House, the American
Council of Agriculture, the Minnesota Council of Agriculture, the
Montana Farmers' Union, and the National Corn Growers' Associa-
tion.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I do not intend to take up
more of the time of the Senate, except to say that I am
heartily in favor of the bill because of the fact that I feel
that after the organized farmers of the United States have
come here to Washington, and have had their economists and
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lawyers prepare this bill, and it has been thrashed ouf, we at
least ought to give it a trial. Everybody in the United States,
every business organization, every banker, knows that the agri-
cultural situation in the Middle West and in the West is very
bad, They know what suffering the farmers have undergone
throughout the country during the last few years—in fact,
since the deflation period—and nobody has offered any par-
ticular remedy excepting this one, which the farmers have
presented to this Congress,

It has been suggested that certain portions of the measure
are unconstitutional. I am not entirely satisfled that some
parts of it may not be unconstitutional, but I am perfectly
willing to let the question be submitted to the courts and to let
the Supreme Court of the United States pass upon the consti-
tutional questions involved. I sincerely hope and trust that
the measure will pass.

Mr. COPELAND obtained the floor.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from New
York yield to me?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. :

Mr. McKELLAR. I desire to ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REcorp my revised amendment in reference
to the appointment of the advisory council, and right under-
neath it the revised amendment of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. CarAwAY] to the amendment, so that the Senate may
have the two amendments before it,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered,

The amendments referred to are as follows:

[By Mr. McKELLAR]

On page 5 strike out line 17 and down through the period in line 1
on page 6 and insert in lien thereof the following:

" BEC. 4. (a) Whenever the board determines that any agriculturay
commedity may thereafter require stabilization by the board through
marketing agreements authorized by this act, or whenever the coopera.
tive associations or other organizations representative of the producers
of the commodity shall apply to the board for the ereation and appoint-
ment of the advisory council for such commodity, then the board shall
notify the President of such determination or application. The Presi-
dent shall thereupon create an advisory council for the commodity., The
advisory council shall be composed of seven members, to be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. No
individual shall be eligible for appointment to a commodity advisory
council unless he resides in the region in which the commodity is prin-
cipally grown, and is a producer of the commodity or Interested in the
production or marketing of such commodity. Prior to the making of
any appointment to a commodity advisory council the board shall trans-
mit to the President for his consideration lists of individuals qualified
for appointment, to be submitied to the board by cooperative associa-
tions or other organizations representative of the producers of the com-
modity. The term of office of a member of any commodity advisory
council shall be two years. In the event of a vacancy occurring, the
President shall fill such vacancy in the same manner as the originally
appointed member, and, should Congress not be in session, such ap-
pointee shall hold office until 20 days after the convening of the next
session of Congress.”

[McKellar amendment for section 4 (a) as proposed to be amended by
Caraway amendment]

Sec. 4. (a) Whenever the board determines that any agricultural com-
modity may thereafter require stabilization by the board through mar-
keting agreements authorized by this act, or whenever the cooperative
associations or other organizations representative of the producers of
the commodity shall so decide, the board shall create and appoint an
advisory council for such commodity. The advisory council shall be
composed of geven members, to be appointed by the board from a list
submitted to the board by cooperative assoclations or other organizations
repregentative of the producers of the commodity. In the event of a
vacancy occurring, the board shall fill such vacancy in the same manner
as the original appointment.

The power to remove a member of the advisory council rests with
the board, but may be exercised only with the consent of the cooperative
association or other organizations representative of the producers of
the commodity for which he was appointed.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, yesterday we had some dis-
cussion about fresh fruits and vegetables. The day before I
had offered an amendment which was adopted by the Senate,
and yesterday the Senator from West Virginia had that action
set aside, and the Senate adopted another amendment which
excluded fruits and vegetables from the application of the
equalization fee and marketing agreements. I said nothing in
opposition yesterday because 1 wanted to know how the fresh
fruit and vegetable producers and marketers might feel about
that amendment. I find that there is perfect unanimity in
opposition to the amendment which was adopted yesterday ; and
my purpose in rising at this moment is to suggest a modifica-
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Virginia. His amendment is as follows:

The provisions of this bill relative to marketing agreements and
equalization fees shall not be construed to apply to fresh fruits or
vegetables,

I ask that that be amended to read:

The provisions of this bill shall not be construed to apply to fresh
fruits or vegetables. y

I am suggesting this amendment——

Mr. BORAH. I could not hear the last statement of the
Senator as to the amendment which he offers.

Mr. COPELAND. I am asking that the language which we
decided upon yesterday be changed.

Mr. BORAH. To what extent?

Mr. COPELAND. So as to omit the reference to marketing
agreements and equalization fees, and to read as follows:

The provisions of this bill shall not be construed to apply to fresh
fruits or vegetables.

That will exclude its application to potatoes from the State
of Idaho and to fresh fruits and vegetables from every other
portion of the country.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will suggest that the
amendment intended to be proposed by the Senator from New
York will require unanimous consent. A motion to reconsider
the previcus amendment has been made and carried and that
amendment has been amended. Under the rule only one motion
to reconsider may be entertained.

Mr. COPELAND. I sought to avoid the parliamentary sit-
uation by not asking for a reconsideration, but to ask thuat the
amendment which is now a part of the bill before the Senate
as in Committee of the Whole shall be modified by omitting
certain language which was adopted yesterday.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will still be open
to amendment when the bill reaches the Senate,

Mr. COPELAND. 1 realize that.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If unanimous consent is now re-
fused the Senator to offer the amendment, it may be offered in
the Senate.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, it seems to me that unanimous
consent should be granted. Some of us are very much inter-
ested in the guestion of fruits and vegetables as related to this
bill, Had it been known that it was to be discussed here yes-
terday I would have been here to discuss it, but it was adopted
after a very brief discussion.

I think we should return to it by unanimous consent in
order that the whole matter may be discussed.

The VICE PRESIDENT., Is there objection?

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, unanimous consent can not
now be obtained to undo what was done yesterday.

Mr, DILL. The Senator from West Virginia should not
take that attitude. He ought to be fair in this matter., I am
sure he does not want to do anybody an injustice. The boxed-
apple industry in the Northwest is of tremendous importance,
and those engaged in it are as much interested in the proposed
legislation as is anybody else.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be open to amendment
;;‘;:en it comes out of the Committee of the Whole into the
‘enate,

Mr, GLASS., Mr, President——

Mr. COPELAND. 1 yield to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. GLASS. I simply desire to say that I did not object to
the amendment offered by the Senator from West Virginia for
the reason that I supposed it was the Identical amendment
notice of which had been given by the Senator from New York.
Within the hour I have had a telegram from the Governor of
Virginia, who is perhaps the greatest orchardist in the United
States, protesting very vigorously against the amendment as
adopted, and urging that the amendment suggested by the Sen-
ator from New York be agreed to. If it may not be done by
unanimous consent, it certainly should be done when the bill
gets into the Senate.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, if I may interrupt the Senator
for just a moment——

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator from Maryland.

Mr, BRUCE. 1 should like to say that I, too, have received
to-day quite a number of letters protesting against that amend-
ment., -

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield——

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. SWANSON. I understand, from the telegrams and infor-

mation I have received, that the apple people of Virginia desire
to be excluded entirely from the operations of this bill

Mr. DILL. I want to say to the Senator, if T may, that the
apple industry of the West wants to be excluded; and I hope
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the Senator from West Virginia will permit the matter to be
discussed here. Of course, it can be taken up later.

Mr. SWANSON. I suppose the apple and fruit industry of
West Virginia is also large. I do not know to what extent the
Senator from West Virginia is desirons of having this bill opera-
tive on the fruit industry and apple industry of West Virginia.
As I understand, the apple and fruit industry of Virginia desires
to be exonerated and completely eliminated from the bill. I
hope the Senator will consent to unanimous consent being
granted for that to be done at this time.

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. COPELAND. I yield to the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr, NEELY. Permit me to say to both of the Senators from
Virginia that the apple growers and vegetable raisers of West
Virginia at first objected to being included in this bill because
they did not want to bear the expense of providing storage
facilities for their perishable and nonstorable products. Dut
upon investigation I learned that many of the fruit growers
and vegetable raisers desired to cbtain the benefits of the bill
provided they could be relieved of the burdens of the equalizu-
ticn fees and the exactions of the marketing agreements, By
adopting my amendment yesterday the Senate accomplished
Jjust what I had been informed that my applegrowing con-
stituency desired.

If the amendment is stricken from the bill, every fruit grower
and vegetable raiser in the country will thereby be excluded
from every benefit provided by the pending measure.

Mr. COPELAND, Mr. President, if I am barred by the par-
liamentary situation from any action at this time, I give notice
that in the Senate I shall renew this motion,

Mr. NEELY. Mr, President, I withdraw my objection to the
Senator’s unanimous-consent request in order that this matter
may be finally setiled before the Senate adjourns for the day.

Mr. COPELAND, I think that is very generous on the part
of the Senator from West Virginia.

I ask unanimous consent that the vote by which the amend-
ment of the Senator from West Virginia was adopted on yes-
terday be reconsidered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the vote where-
by the amendment was adopted will be reconsidered. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment.

Mr., COPELAND. Now, Mr. President, I ask that the lan-
guage be changed, and that at the proper place in the bill this
language be inserted:

The provisions of this bill ghall not be construed to apply to fresh
fruits or vegetables.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator kindly
read the language of the bill to us again?

Mr. COPELAND. I am proposing to amend the bill by
adding in the general definitions on page 26 the following :

As used in this act, the words " agricultural commodity ” mean an
agricultural commodity which is not a fruit or a vegetable.

Mr, McNARY. Mr. President, that is practically the same
form in which the Senator offered the amendment a few days
ago; is it not?

Mr. COPELAND. Yes, sir; the same form.

Mr. McNARY. It takes fruits and vegetables entirely with-
out the operation of any of the provisions of the bill?

Mr. COPELAND. That is correct.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President, I should like to inguire of
the Senator from New York why he would not be willing to
enjoy some of the benefits of this bill, if his people applied for
them and petitioned for them, without being compelled to put
up the taxes or being bound by the marketing agreements? In
other words, the amendment of the Senator from West Virginia
apparently provides that the bill shall not apply to fruits and
vegetables with respect to the egualization fee and with respect
to the marketing provisions of the bill; and that leaves it open
to them, if they want to get the benefits of the bill—for in-
stanece, loans under the bill—to apply for them. What harm
can that bring to the fruit and vegetable growers?

Mr. COPELAND, In the first place, it would not be fair to
the other people. In the next place, the fruit and vegetable
people are in an entirely different position from the ordinary
farmer. The orchards and the gardens are entirely different;
and these persons who produce fruits and vegetables have had
no education in this matter and are not interested in it. They
have not thought about it. It means new market arrange-
ments,

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me,
the fruit growers of Virginia have, and for a long time have
had, their own organization. They have their own cold-storage
plants. They have their own marketing facilities. They are
perfectly independent of anything of this sort, They do not
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want their business interfered with by the Federal Government
in any way, shape, or form. As the Senator from New York
has so aptly said, they are not willing to occupy the humiliat-
ing position of undertaking fo avail themselves of any ad-
vantages of legislation without accepting the responsibilities,
and they want neither.

Mr, COPELAND, Mr. President, I venture to say that by
to-morrow the Senator from Florida will have a sheaf of tele-
grams from his State. The reason why I had so many to-day
was because yesterday, when this action was taken, in order
that I might test out the sentiment of the raisers of fruits and
vegetables, 1 wired each one of these persons who protested
against the bill, and I had a reply from every single one saying,
“We do not want to be associated with this bill in any way
whatever, We are opposed to it lock, stock, and barrel.”

That is the sentiment expressed in the telegrams which I
have received. In view of their unwillingness to be included,
they ought not to be included. In the next place, we have
perishable products to deal with, entirely different from the
products of the farm, the grains, and the cotton from the
South. They are not products that can be dealt with in the
same way ; and I am quite satisfied that we ought not te impose
upon them any responsibilities or obligations nunder this bill.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I have had not only telegrams
but a great many letters from the apple growers of the State
of Washington ; and these letters are not representative merely
of one or two individuals but they represent large numbers,
hundreds and hundreds of growers, and they insist that they
want the apple industry to have no connection whatever with
this marketing system. They have built up their own market-
ing system. They have built up their own plan of storing their
frunits. The boxed-apple industry is in a stable condition, and
we do not want the apple business of the Northwest in any way
handled by any board or under legislation of this kind.

I hope the amendment of the Senator from New York will be
agreed to,

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, were the telegrams that the
Senator from New York received in protest against my amend-
ment from fruit growers who would be benefited by it or from
certain commission merchants who are believed to be hostile
to the entire bill?

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, let me say to the Senator from
West Virginia that about two weeks ago I received telegrams
from fruit growers’ organizations in my State asking me to
have the McNary-Haugen bill amended so that it would mnot
in¢lude apples. Then I received one telegram urging that they
be left in the bill. I wired back to both, those who had wired
me for fruit being included and those who had wired against
it, and said, “I wish you would give me reasons for your
demand.”

I later received letters written after meetings of apple growers
had been held, and they are unanimous in their demand that
the apple industry shall not be included under the terms of
this bill, whether the equalization fee applies or whether it
does not. They have their own marketing organization. They
have their own system of handling fruit. They do not want
any Federal board interfering with the handling of fruit and
vegetables in the Northwest.

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, let me again warn those whose
constituents grow fruit and raise vegetables that by voting for
the pending amendment they will aid in depriving their people
of benefits of great value.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the opinion of the Chair, the
amendment of the Senator from West Virginia is now before
the Senate. If that is voted down. then the amendment of the
Senator from New York will be voted upon.

Mr. COPELAND. My motion was really to reconsider the
vote by which we adopted the Senator's amendment. Now I
am moving to amend that amendment. Would that be proper
now?

Mr. FLETCHER. The Senate has reconsidered the vote by
which the amendment of the Senator from West Virginia was
adopted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question comes up on recon-
sideration of the Neely amendment. j

Mr. FLETCHER. Now the Senator from New York wishes
to amend that amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, as I understood the sitnation,
the amendment of the Senator from New York [Mr. CopELAND]
had been agreed to. Then the Senator from West Virginia
moved to reconsider, and that motion was agreed to; and then
the Senator from West Virignia substituted his amendment for
the amendment that had been adopted, offered by the. Senator
from New York.

Mr. NEELY. That is exactly right.

Mr. CURTIS. That is as I understand the situation.
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Mr, McNARY. Mr. President, that is absolutely correet.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, the amendment offered by the
Senator from New York is an amendment to the amendment
offered by the Senator from West Virginia. After the recon-
sideration of the vote by which the amendment offered by the
Senator from West Virginia was agreed to, the Senator from
New York moved to strike out certain words from the amend-
ment, and the question now is on agreeing to the amendment
to the amendment. The amendment offered by the Senator
from West Virginia was as follows:

The provisions of this bill relative to marketing agreements and
equalization fees shall not be construed to apply to fresh fruits and
vegetables,

The vote by which that amendment was agreed to was recon-
sidered.” Then the Senator from New York moved to strike
out the words “relative to marketing agreements and equaliza-
tion fees,” so that it would read:

That the provisions of this bill shall not be construed to apply to
fresh fruits and vegetables,

That is the situation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from New York [Mr.
Coreraxp] to the amendment offered by the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NeeLY].

On a division, the amendment to the amendment was
agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I ask unanimous consent that there
may be a reprint of the bill showing the amendments already
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the Seniate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened.

RECESS

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until
noon to-morrow,

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 4 o'clock and
55 minutes p. m.) took a tecess until to-morrow, Thursday,
April 12, 1928, at 12 o'clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS
Baecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 11 (legis-
lative day of April 9), 1928
MeMBER oF UNrrep STATES TARIFF CoMMISSION

Frank Clark.

IOSTMASTERS

CALIFORNTA
Thomas J, Wylie, Cedarville,
James Gillies, Napa.
Horald K. Rankin, Ocean Beach,
Anna MeMichael, San Juan Bautista.
GEORGIA
Aungustus €. Kennemore, Cumming.
Charles W. Barnes, Valdosta.
MISROURL

Edward C. DeField, East Prairie.
John E. Klumpp, Rich Hill.
Oley 8. Cardwell, 8t. Clair,
Dorothy M. Ritter, Wellington.

PENNSYLVANIA
Clarence E, Roseberry, Clearfield.
Luther J. Lukehart, Du Bois.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WepNespay, April 11, 1928

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev, James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

This day is for us, our Heavenly Father. What shall we give
it? So often we make this life of ours vague. difficult, and
mysterions. We ask Thee to quicken every pulse in us to
aspire that we may justly claim the glorious right to live.
Help us to guard its hours as valued treasures and give to it
a good name, which is above every other gift. It is not just
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what we do that constitutes the best benefactions to our fellow
citizens, but what we are. Pour into our lives Thy Holy Spirit
and bless us with the deepest calm and courage. If sorrow is
our portion, may we keep the faith; if temptation is beckoning,
may we keep the faith; if the skies are forbidding and the
pathway is hard, may we keep the faith; when all truth seems
dead or lost, O may we keep the faith. When the evening
comes and we look back across the hours between dawn and
dark, bless us with this satisfaction, because of some good word
or work the world is better that I have lived to-day. In the
Dblessed name of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its principal clerk,
announced that the Senate had passed with amendments a bill
of the House of the following title, in which the concurrence
of the House of Representatives was requested :

H. R.8926. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
State Highway Commission of Arkansas to construct, maintain,
and operate a bridge across Red River at or near Garland
City, Ark,

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the following titles were taken from the Speaker’'s
table and, under the rule, referred to the appropriate commit-
tees, as follows:

8. 1476, An act for the relief of Porter Bros, & Biffle and cer-
tain other citizens; to the Committee on Claims.

8.1731. An act to provide for the further development of
vocational education in the several States and Territories; to
the Committee on Education.

8.1736. An act for the relief of Charles Caudwell; to the
Committee on War Claims.

8.1956. An act for the relief of Levi R. Whitted ;

8.1970. An act for the relief of Karim Joseph Mery; and

8. 2524. An act for the relief of Josephine Doxey ; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

8.2535. An act granting to the State of New Mexico certain
lands for reimbursement of the counties of Grant, Luna,
Hidalgo, and Santa Fe for interest paid on railroad-aid bonds,
and for the payment of the principal of railroad-aid bonds
issued by the town of Silver City, and to reimburse said town
for interest paid on said bonds, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

8. 2711. An act for the relief of Walter V. Johnston; to the
Committee on Claims.

8. 3117. An act for the relief of the State of Connecticut; to
the Committee on the Judiciary,

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY

The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday, and the Clerk
will eall the committees.

QGAKLAND HARBOR, CALIF.

The Clerk called the committees; and when the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors was reached—

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr, Speaker, I call up House Joint Resolu-
tion 244, authorizing a modification of the adopted project for
Oakland Harbor, Calif.,, and I ask unanimous consent that it be
considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the joint resolution.

The Clerk read the House joint resolution, as follows:

House Joint Resolution 244

Resolved, cte., That the project adopted in the river and harbor act of
January 21, 1927, for the improvement of Oakland Harbor, Calif., is
hereby so modified as to eliminate the requirement that local interests
“ ghall alter or replace the bridges over the tidal canal, when, in the
opinion of the Secretary of War, such alteration or replacement is neces-
sary in the Interest of navigation, and thereafter operate and maintain
them.”

With the following committee amendment :

Strike out all after the enacting clause and ingert the following :

“That the project adopted in the river and harbor act approved
June 21, 1927, for the improvement of OQakland Harbor, Calif., is
hereby so modifled as to provide that the requirement *that local
intercsts shall alter or replace the bridges over the tidal canal when,
in the opinion of the Secretary of War, such alteration or replacement
is necessary in the interests of navigation, and thereafter operate and
maintain them,’ shall apply only to that feature of the project cover-
ing the deepening of the tidal canal to 25 feet.”

The committee amendment was agreed to,
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The joint resolution as amended was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr, DEMPSEY, a motion to reconsider the vote
wlll)ereb,y the joint resolution was agreed to was laid on the
table,

UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER WILD LIFE AND FISH REFUGE

Mr, HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up H. J. Res. 200 to
amend section 10 of the act entitled “An act to establish the
Upper Mississippi River Wild Life and Fish Refuge,” approved
June 7, 1924,

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.
Was the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries called,
or does the Committee on Agriculture have another day prior
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries?

The SPEAKER. As the Chair recollects, the sitmation is
this: The Committee on Agriculture having had one day was
not prepared on the following day and the understanding was
reached in the House that that committee be passed over
without prejudice, and that it might occupy the next Calendar
Wednesday. The agreement is not entirely clear in the Rucorp,
but the Chair thinks that was the understanding of the House.

Mr. CRAMTON. The understanding is, then, that they are
entitled to call before the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries?

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that that was the under-
standing.

Mr. CRAMTON. I have no idea of pressing to the contrary,
but the situation is somewhat confused; and I think it rather
stresses the desirability of hereafter taking committees in
their order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that it was clearly the
understanding in the House that the Committee on Agriculture
did pot lose its right to be called again before the entire list
had been gone through.

Mr. CRAMTON. I am not objecting to that. The only ques-
tion was whether they should get their day before the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries was called.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa calls up House
Joint Resolution 200. This resolution ig on the Union Calendar,

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimouns consent that
it be considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous
consent to consider the bill in the House as in Committee of
the Whole. Is there objection?

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, this is its
second calendar day the Committee on Agriculture is consum-
ing, its last day, for it will not have another before we adjourn,
Is not the gentleman going to bring up some kind of a farm
relief measure?

Mr, HAUGEN. We will bring that up later.

Mr. BLANTON. Under a rule?

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes.

Mr. BLANTON. When will it be—next week?

Mr. HAUGEN. We will have to see the Committee on Rules
about that.

Mr. BLANTON. This bill that the gentleman now calls up
is on the Union Calendar. Is this the bill that we have had up
here before known as the Hawes bill creating a hunting monop-
oly for a few rich sportsmen?

Mr. HAUGEN. No. A

Mr. BLANTON. Does it embrace game and fish—is it the
game refuge bill? This is not the one that we have killed two
or three times?

Mr. KINCHELOE. No; this is to establish a game and fish
refuge upon the upper Mississippl River; it is not to regulate
the taking of game and fish.

Mr., BLANTON. This does not in any way affect the farm
boys who want to shoulder an old musket in Kentucky or
Texas?

Mr, KINCHELOE. No. I know the bill that the gentleman
has in mind. It is not that bill at all.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, there are no copies of this
resolution available at this time, and I reserve the right to
object so that the gentleman from Iowa may make a statement
and tell us what the joint resolution is about.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That section 10 of the act entitled “ An act to establish
the Upper Mississippi River Wild Life and Fish Refuge,” approved
June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. L., 650), as amended by joint resolution of
March 4, 1925 (43 Stat. L. 1354), be, and the same is hereby amended
by substituting in lien of the proviso therein contained the following :
“ Provided, That the Secretary of Agriculture shall not pay for any
land or land and water a price, which, when added to the price of
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land or land and water theretofore contracted to be purchased, shall
exceed an average cost of $10 per acre.”

With the following committee amendment :

Page 2, line 3, after the word “ acre,” insert a colon and the words:
“ Provided further, That this provision shall not apply to any land
or land and water heretofore acquired or contracted for under the
provisions of this act.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Iowa that this joint resolution be considered in
the House as in Committee of the Whole?

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to ob-
jeet. I should like to know more about the resolution.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides for
acquiring certain lands in the Winnesheke bottoms in the Mis-
sissippi River. Some time ago—I think it was in the Sixty-
eighth Congress—the Upper Mississippi River Wild Life Refuge
was established, and Congress fixed an average price of 5 an
acre which conld be paid for that land. The department has
aequired all of the land that it can acquire at an average price
of $5 per acre, the swamp land, the pasture land, and the wood-
land in this refuge. It is a preserve for migratory birds, for
fish, and game animals. The department can not acquire the
rest of that land in that section at the price now fixed by
law, and they have asked to have the average price raised to
$10 an acre.

Mr, LINTHICUM. How many acres is it proposed to put in
this game preserve?

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, this seems to be an important
resolution. We ean not get the facts about it at this time. and
in order to give us a little time in which to aequire them, I
make the point of order that there is no quorum present,

Mr. ANDRESEN. This is a very minor bill.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, it involves about $500,000, and
1 make the point of order that there is no quorum present.
That will give us time to look into the matter.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas makes the
point of order that there is no quorum present. Evidently
there is not.

‘Mr. MAPES. Mr, Speaker, I move a call of the House,

The motion was agreed to.

The doors were closed. :

The Clerk ecalled the roll, and the following Members failed
to answer to their names:

[Roll Ro. 66]

Anthony Curry Kearns Reld, IL
Bacon Darrow Kendall Robinson, Towa
Bankhead Davenport Kent obsion, ky
Beck, Pa, Denison Kindred Sabath
Beedy Dickinson, Iowa Kunz Nebr,
Beers Dickstein Kurtz Bhreve

Bell Douglas, Ariz, Larsen el

Boies Doyle Letts rini
Britten Drane Lozier Sproul, 111
Browne Estep McDuffie Strother
Buckbee Fenn McFadden Sullivan
Burdick Fisher Magrady Tat horst
Burton Fitzgerald, Roy G. Menges Taylor, Tenn
Butler Gilbert Michaelson Thompson
Campbell Golder ooney Tillman
Carley Goldsborough Moore, N. J. Updike
Celler Graham Morgan Whitchead
Chase Griffin Nelson, Wis Williams, 111
Christopherson ~ Hard Niedringhaus Williamson
Clnncf Harrison Oliver, ngo

Cole, lowa Houston almer ‘Wurzbach
Cole, Md. Hull, Morton D.  Peavey Wyant
Connally, Tex, Igoe 'eeTy Yafes
Connolly, Pa. Irwin Porter Yon

Cr Johnson, 111, Quayle

Crowther Johngon, 8, Dak. Rathbone

The SPEAKER. Three hundred and thirty Members have
answered to their names, a quorum,

Mr, MAPES, Mr, Speaker, I move to dispense with further
proceedings under the call.

The motion was agreed to.

The doors were opened.

LOAN OF AERONAUTICAL EQUIPMENT TO MUBEUMS

My, MORIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill (8. 1822) to authorize the Sec-
retary of War to transfer or loan aeronautical equipment to
museums and edueational institutions, with a House amend-
ment, insist on the House amendment, and ask for a confer-
ence,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill
8. 1822, with a House amendment thereto, insist on -the House
amendment, and agree to a conference.
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The Clerk will report the title of the bill,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr, GARNER of Texas. Mr, Speaker, I am informed by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Morin] that this is agree-
able to the ranking Demoerat on the committee.

Mr. MORIN. That is correct.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The Chair appointed the following conferees: Mr. JamEs,
Mr. WarvwrieHT, and Mr. Garrerr of Texas.

THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE JAMES A. GALLIVAN

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the following order, which I send
to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That Sunday, the 20th day of April, at 2 o'clock p. m., be
set apart for addresses on the life, character, and public services of
Hon. JAMES A, GALLIVAN, late a Representative from the State of
Massachusetts.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid-
eration of the order? :

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the order.

The order was agreed to.

WORLD ROAD MEET

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting therein an article
from the Washington Evening Star of April 8, 1928, entitled
“YWashington gets world road meet.” F

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Themse was no objection.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend
my remarks in the Recorp, I include the following article from
the Hvening Star, of Washington, entitled “ Washington gets
world road meet":

WASHIXGTON GETs Worrp RoAp MEET—SIXTH COXNFERENCE IN 1930
Wiy MARE IRsT SUCH GATHERING IN WEST

At the Invitation of the United Btates Government, the leading
highway engineers, economists, and administrators of the world will
meet in Washington in 1930 to attend the Sixth Intermational Assocla-
tion of Road Congresses.

Fifty nations and five continents are expected to send hundreds of
delegates to the meeting, which will be historie in that it will mark
the first time the International Road Conference has assembled in the
Western Hemisphere,

The rezolution authorizing the invitation was signed by President
Coolidge last week, having passed the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives under the able leadership of Senator LAWReNCE C. PHIPPS,
of Colorado, and Representative J, CHARLES LINTHICUM, of Maryland.
Senator PHIPPS, as a member of the Senate Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads, spe wed the e in the Upper Chamber, while
Representative LinTHicUM, of the Committee on Foreign Afairs, intro-
duced the measure before the House and followed it through committee
hearings. The formal Invitation will be transmitted by Secretary
of State Kellogg, by direction of President Coolidge, to the Permanent
International Association of Road Congresses, which is the official
name of the association.

TRIBUTE FROM OLD WORLD

The association had previously voted to accept the invitation if
extended,

The willingness of the association officials to bring the sixth con-
ference to the United States is held to be significant. It is recognition
on the part of the Old World, with its background of centuries of
highway bullding and highway transport, of the new order of achieve-
ment of the New World in the mass production and methods of
administration of highway construction and maintenance, While high-
way engineering on the continent antedates the highway programs of
the United States by thousands of years, the utility, science, and eco-
nomic benefits of highway transportation have reached their highest
fruition in this country, and it is the desire to observe these results,
it is believed, that prompted the engineers of continental Europe and
Asia to accept the invitation of the United States.

ONLY OFFICIAL WORLD MEET

At the fifth international conference at Milan in 1926 the delegates
from the United States tentatively advanced the project of bringing the
next conference to the United States. Their overtures were met with
the most cordial reception. Secretary of Agriculture Jardine, in whose
department ig the Bureau of Public Roads, addressed the conference by
letter, expressing the hope that it would prove possible for the United
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Btates to extend and the conference to accept an invitation for the next
meeting to be held in Washington. The delegates from the United
States at the Milan conference were Thomas H, MacDonald, Chief of
the Bureau of Public Roads and chairman of the Highway Eduocation
Board ;: Pyke Johnson, executive director of the Pan American Federa-
tion for Highway Eduecation; H, H. Rice, treasurer of the National
Automobile Chamber of Commeree ; J. N. Mackall, chairman of the State
Roads Commission for Maryland; Paul D. S8argent, State highway engi-
neer for Maine; and H. H, Kelly, European commercial attaché from
the Department of Commerce,

The International Assoclation of Road Congresses is the only world-
wide official organization of highway authorities, It was organized in
Paris in 1908, and congresses have since been held in Brussels in 1910,
in London In 1913, In Seville in 1923, and in Milan in 1926, The ses-
gions projected for the years during the World War were postponed.

The conference membership is comprised of 45 countries, including the
United States of America; 458 collective bodies and nearly 1,500 private
members, of whom more than one-third are life members. The last
conference, at Milan, the first to which the United Stntes sent an official
delegation was attended by representatives from 52 nations, and the
official and nonofficial delegates numbered in excess of 2,000,

The actual number of official delegates is limited to 15 from each
nation.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER WILD-LIFE REFUGE

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa that House Joint Resolution 200, to amend
section 10 of the act entitled “An act to establish the upper
Mississippi River wild-life and fish refnge,” approved June 7,
1624, be considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole?

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. That is a matter
that ought to go to the committee.

The SPEAKER. This joint resclution is on the Union Calen-
dar. The House will automatically resolve itself into the Com-
miftee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the joint resolution, and the gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. CraMmTOoN, will take the chair.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of House Joint Resolution 200, with Mr., CramMroN in the
chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The Housge is in Committee of the Whole
Housze on the state of the Union for the consideration of House
Joint Resolution 200, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 200) to amend section 10 of the act
entitled “An act to establish the upper Mississippl River wild-life and
fish refuge,” approved June 7, 1924,

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, a parlinmentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state the parliamen-
tary inquiry.

Mr, BLANTON. The distingnished gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. Cramron], from the other side of the aisle, was to
help us to get a proper amendment on this bill. I notice he has
been removed from the floor and now is in the chair. Will that
prevent him from having that salutary amendment placed on
the bill, now that he has been removed from the fighting arena,
where we need him?

The CHAIRMAN. That is not a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
dispense with the first reading of the resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa nsks nnanimous
conzent that the first reading of the resolution be dispensed
with. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Anpresen] is recognized for one hour,

Mr, ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, in the first place this resolution is not a resolution to
charge any license fee for hunting migratory birds, such as was
proposed in the Anthony Aect. In the year 1824 legislation was
approved by Congress establishing a wild life refuge in the
upper Mississippi River. The law provided that the average
price of not to exceed $5 an acre can be paid for the land ac-
quired in the refuge. The Agricultural Department has now
purchased over 16,000 acres at the average price of $5 an acre,
and they find that on account of the increase in value of the
land they can acquire no more land under the average price of
$5 an acre, and consequently they come to Congress for addi-
tional authority to pay as much as $10 an acre as the average
price. I ask to have read a letter from the department out-
lining the situation,

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read the
letter referred to.
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The Clerk read as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D. 0., March 19, 1923,
Hon, GiLeert N. HAUGEN,
Chairman Committee on Agriculture,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. HaveEx: I have your letter of February 28, inclosing for
consideration and comment a copy of the resolution (H. J. Res. 200) in-
troduced by Mr. AxpresEN, “ To amend section 10 of the act entitled
‘An act to establish the upper Mississippl River wild life and fish
refuge,’ approved June 7, 1924

The resolution provides for increasing the average price from $5 to
$10 per acre which may be paid by the department for lands purchased
for the refuge.

A total of 70,543.31 acres Is now under administration as a part of
the refuge, of which 24,963.44 acres are public lands, 1,052.25 acres ac-
quired by gift or cession, and 4,967.26 acres held under lease, Jeaving a
balance of 389,560.26 acres which have been purchased or are held under
contract of purchase. The actual purchases to date total 16,867.8%
acres at a total land cost of $82,288.13. The land cost of the areas
already acquired and those under contract for purchase is within the
provision of the existing law as amended in 1925, which limits the
average price to $5 per acre.

It has become evident that the average value of the land to be pur-
chased was underestimated. The acquisition work has now proceeded
to a point where it is extremely difficult to make additions by purchase
without exceeding the average cost of $5 per acre. The lands suitable
for refuge purposes that remain to be purchased have now been care-
fully examined and their values estimated by experts of the department
engaged on the work who have had wide experience in that field. The
factors considered In arriving at these estimates include the standing
timber on the areas, their value for pasturage or the production on
suitable areas of muskrats ard other valuable fur-bearing animals, anl
the prevailing prices at which comparable areas in the vicinity have been
sold in recent years. By these methods of appralsal it is found that
these lands have a commercial value exceeding the $5 per acre average
price allowed to be pald under existing law.

From present indications approximately 835,000 acres of suitabla
refuge lands remain to be acgquired for completion of the project. If
the proposed amendment is adopted, the department is of the opinion
that it will not be necessary to ask for funds, in addition to those
already authorized, for the pcquisition of the desired areas to be in-
cluded in the refuge. The balance of the authorized approprintion will,
it is believed, be ample to provide for the purchase of the required lanls
at the higher average rate.

As the aequisition of land for the refuge will come to a standstill un-
less the proposed amendment is enacted, I gineerely trust that it wiil
meet with the approval of your committee and be placed before Ton-
gress for enactment at the earliest possible date.

A request by this department to the chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry for the introduction of a similar
resolution in the Senate bas been submitted to the Bureau of the Budget
pursuant to Circular 49 of that bureaun, and under date of March 2,
1928, the Department of Agriculture was advised as follows:

“In reply I have to advise you that your proposed letter and the
draft of legislation which yon propose to submit therewith would not
be in conflict with the financial program of the P’resident.

“1 would suggest, however, that the insertion of the words *pur-
chased or” after the word * theretofore * in the last sentence of the draft
might clarify the language.”

The amendment suggested by the Bureau of the Budget is satisfactory
to the department.

Sincerely,
W. M. JarpiNg, Seeretary.

Mr. GREEN., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes,

Mr. GREEN. What State or States is this land in?

Mr. ANDRESEN. This land is in the Winnesheke bottom,
It starts south of Wabasha, Minn., and extends down the
Mississippi River and affects the States of Minnesota, Wiscon-
sin, Ilinois, and Yowa.

Mr. GREEN. Does the gentleman think the land has doubled
in value in four years?

Mr. ANDRESEN. The land has not doubled in value within
the last four years. The original estimate put upon the land
wis appreximately $5 an acre, an average price: but they find
that in acquiring the land that there are 41,000 acres of timber-
land having on it several million feet of valuable timber, and
they will have to pay more for that. It is hard to get good
timberland with virgin timber on it at $5 an acre. If they can
pay $10 as an average price, they will be able to pay as much
as $15 an acre for some of the land and $5 for the rest of it.

* AppIL 11
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. I was answering a question.

Mr. BLANTON. I thought the gentleman was through.

Mr. ANDRESEN. By raising the average price it will give
the department a chance to go in and buy the more valuable
land needed in this refuge. They will be able to pay $5 or $3
for some of it and $12 or $15 for other parts. The average
price of $10 will be maintained.

Mr. BLANTON. When the original bill was before Congress
it was stated on the floor that much of this land was waste
land, swamp land, and flowed-over land, and it would not cost
much, and that on the average it would cost $5 an acre, The
bill was passed on that assumption and on that assurance.
This is an effort to double the price from $5 to $10.

Mr. ANDRESEN. 1 was not here when the original bill was
passed.

Mr. BLANTON. Has the gentleman in view the amendment
that was to be offered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
CramMTON]?

Mr. ANDRESEN. 1 accept that.

Mr. BLANTON. That amendment will be offered by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MApEs]?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes. I will accept it.

Mr. MAPES. I have an amendment here which will give the
information desired.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read for
information the proposed amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment proposed by Mr. MapEs: Page 2, line 1, after the word
“ awitch,” strike out the remainder of the line and line 2 to and inelud-
ing the word * purchased.”

Mr, LAGUARDIA. I do not get that.

Mr. ANDRESEN. I will explain the purpose of the amend-
ment. I thought I had provided for it in the last proviso to
the bill. The amendment provides that the land that has
already been acquired by the Government at the average price
of $5 an acre shall not be tnken into consideration when the
new average price of $10 an acre is authorized. If they could
include the land purchased before at $5 an acre, it would give
them a further leeway of paying as high perhaps as $20 or more
for other land. But the land to be acquired under the $10
provision is land to be acquired from now on after the passage
of the act.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Suppose the Government should eondemn
this land. What would be the appraised value?

Mr. ANDRESEN. I can explain the nature of the land.
There are 41,220 acres of timber of varying value from perhaps
$3 to $25 an acre. There are 6,000 acres of grazing land hav-
ing an average value of $10.14 an acre. The timberland that
I just mentioned has an average value of $14.82 an acre. The
hay land has an average value of $12.66 an acre. The marsh-
land has an average value of $2.39 an acre; the brush land
has an average value of $3.11 an acre; and the lake bed or the
marshland adjoining the shore has an average value of $2 an
acre.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will it average about $10 an acre?

Mr. ANDRESEN. They feel that if they have the authority
to average the land at $10 an acre, they will be able to get the
entire 85,000 acres called for in the project.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Of course, all of this land is contiguous.

Mr. ANDRESEN. It is nearly so.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman tell me this, which
is more important, perhaps, than a few dollars of additional
cost: Is this going to be a bird sanctuary or a bird slaughter-
house?

Mr, ANDRESEN. This is to be a permanent sanctuary for
migratory birds, fish, and other game animals.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is hunting permitted on these lands?

Mr. ANDRESEN.  Hunting is not permitted?

Mr. LAGUARDIA, That is correct, is it?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Hunting is not permitted.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. In the last Congress and in the Congress
before that we were presented with an alleged game refuge
bill, a bill which it was alleged provided a sanctuary for birds,
when, as a matter of fact, hunting was permitted. I ean not
imagine of anything that is more paradoxical or more incon-
sistent than to have a sanctuary for birds and a refuge for
game and at the same time permit hunting, May we be sure
that on this particular ground there will be mno hunting
permitted?

Mr. ANDRESEN. There is no hunting, trapping, or fishing
permitted on these lands.

Mr. CLARKE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes,
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Mr, CLARKE. Is it not also a fact that through the overflow
here it is the place from which we get: our supplies of bass that
are distributed all over the United States?

Mr. ANDRESEN. That is absolutely correct.

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes.

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. I would like to inguire if the
gentleman has any information as to whether the lands desired
to be purchased under the terms of the bill are now owned by
the original owners or whether they have been acquired by
speculators and the price raised by those who have acquired the
lands for an increased price?

Mr. ANDRESEN. I do not have the information but I have
personal knowledge of some of the land that is in my State,
Minnesota, along the Mississippi River, and I will say that
these are small tracts which make up parts of larger farms
off from the banks of the Mississippi River, and as to most of
the land along the Minnesota border the fee-simple title is in
the name of the men who owned the land before the project was
authorized.

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. Has the price gone up by
reason of the purchases made under the terms of this bill?

Mr. ANDRESEN. I do not think it has. The department
has adopted this policy, that if they ean not buy the land at
a fair price, then they wait until the man is ready to sell. A
great deal of this land—all of the land, in fact—is subjeect to
taxation.

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. As far as the gentleman's in-
formation goes most of the land is owned by the original owners,
but a part of it may have been acquired by speculators for the
purpose of getting an increased price.

Mr. ANDRESEN. That is the best information I have; but
I do not see how any speculators could hope to make a great
amount of money at the price of $5 or $10 an acre.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. If the gentleman will permit, in answer
to the gentleman from Missouri, this is the practice, and I think
it is universal: That where it is known a municipality, a State,
or a government is going to acquire land, then speculators get
it on an option, so that the title of record remains in the original
owners and the option is all they have to sell. That is a prac-
tice which is universal.

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. The press is carrying an item
of news to the effect that lands in the bottoms along the Mis-
sissippi River are being acquired by speculators, and I thought
perhaps these lands were being acquired by those who expect to
get an increased price for them.

Mr. ANDRESEN. I have no knowledge of that fact.

Mr. SHALLENBERGER. Will the gentlemen yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN.  Yes.

Mr. SHALLENBERGER. I would like to suggest fo the
gentleman that the price of §5 or $10 an acre is a very low
price for land along this river. It must be land that is abso-
lutely worthless for any sort of agricultural purposes, because
agricultural lands in that valley are about as high in price as
we can find anywhere in the country, so that this price must
not be a speculator’s price but a very conservative price for land
in that valley.

Mr. ANDRESEN. And the department itself is not trying to
secure agricultural lands.

Mr, FURELOW. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes.

Mr. FURLOW. Is it not true that had an estimate been made
of this land at the time the bill was originally enacted, the
average price then undoubtedly would have been put at $10
an acre; but the estimates were made, so far as this particular
land that it is now intended to aequire is concerned, after the
passage of the act; is not that true?

Mr. ANDRESEN. That is absolutely correct. No survey
was made and no effort was made to secure options on the land
at a certain price before the passage of the act.

Mr. FURLOW. If the gentleman will yield further, part of
this land is in my district, and I know the land and I think I
can assure the gentleman from Missouri, who asked about the
speculative end of it, that I know of no land that has been
bought in Mississippi that was bought for speculative purposes.
The idea out there is the conservation of the wild life, and the
people out there, especially the sportsmen and the people of the
State generally, are vitally interested in seeing this land main-
tained as a game refuge and as a game refuge solely.

Mr. ANDRESEN, 1 will say further in that connection that
in the State of Minnesota interested municipalities and Izaak
Walton League clubs and sportsmen’s clubs have donated over
8,000 acres to be included in the refuge, without any cost to the
Federal Government,
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Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. Is it the gentleman’s opinion
that unless this amendment of the original act is enacted, the
purpose of the original act of 1924 will not be effective?

Mr., ANDRESEN. Absolutely.

Mr. WELSH- of Pennsylvania. The gentleman is willing to
muke that statement for the purpose of the Recorp?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes. The department will not be able to
go aheand with the project and it will mean they will have to
stop buying land and will have little scattering patches all
along the Mississippi River,

Mr. ROMJUE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes.

Mr. ROMJUE. In what counties does this land lie in Min-
nesota, the gentleman's own State?

Mr. ANDRESEN. It does not touch my distriet. It starts
at Wabasha, Minn., which is in Wabasha County, and goes down
as far as Rockford, Il

Mr. ROMJUE., How far is the beginning of the tract below
the Canadian line?

Mr. ANDRESEN. About 300 miles.

Mr. ROMJUE. I thought it was a little farther north than
that.

Mr. EDWARDS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. EDWARDS. I note in the report that there are 70,543
acres now being administered as a part of the refuge, of which
24,963 are public lands, Does the Government own thege public
lands?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Those lands are the property of munici-
palities and the Government and are included in the refuge.

Mr. EDWARDS, How much of it is Federal Government
land?

Mr. ANDRESEN. I could not give the gentleman that figure.

Mr. EDWARDS. They actually have now 70,543 acres with
which they are carrying on this work; is that right?

Mr. ANDRESEN. No; the total project is some 82402 acres.

Mr. EDWARDS. Just how many more acres do you propose
under this bill to buy up?

Mr. ANDRESEN. The actual purchase by the department up
to date is 16,867 acres. ¢

Mr. EDWARDS. Then the Government owns, evidently.
24963 acres which is ealled public land?

Mr. ANDRESEN, That is owned by the Government and by
municipalities—school lands.

Mr, EDWARDS. What is the total acreage estimated to be
necessary for this reservation?

Mr. ANDRESEN. The total estimate is 82,402 acres, which is
to be purchased.

Mr. EDWARDS. This bill says “land and water™; how
much water is being purchased under this bill?

Mr. ANDRESEN. If the gentleman has ever been in the
Mississippi River bottoms he is, of course, quite aware of the
fact that there are a lot of sloughs with land around these
slonghs, little pockets, probably for several miles contiguous
to the main channel of the Mississippi River on each side.

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield right there”

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes,

Mr, KNUTSON. That is what makes this land so valuable
for the purpose for which the Government wishes to aequire it.
It is the greatest small-mouth black-bass spawning ground in
the world.

Mr. EDWARDS. I do not know that they wonld beat the
Georgia bass.

Mr. ENUTSON. They are a different variety altogether.

Mr, EDWARDS. What I am trying to get through my mind
is why we should buy up water in the Mississippi River to
raise fish when we have more water in the Mississippi River
than we know what to do with.

Mr. ENUTSON. It is not water at all—these spawning
grounds.

Mr, ROMJUE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes,

Mr., ROMJUE. It seems to me the second proviso in the
bill is contradictory of the first proviso. The first proviso
states, * That the Secretary of Agriculture shall not pay for
any land or land and water a price, which, when added to the
price of land or land and water theretofore contracted to be
purchased, shall exceed an average cost of $10 per acre.”” That
is, they may pay $10 an acre in addition to the land that has
previously been contracted for.

Mr. ANDRESEN. That was the original intention of the
department.

Mr. ROMJUEBE. The bill contains that as the first proviso,
and then in the second proviso it is stated:

Will the gentleman yield?
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Provided, That this provision sball not apply to any land or land
and water heretofore acquired or contracted for under the provisions
of this act.

Does not this nullify the first provision of the bill? It seems
to me it does.

Mr. ANDRESEHEN. The purpose of the committee amendment
was to place the department in a position where they could
not consider land already purchased and paid for. I think the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Mares] will straighten out that situation,

Mr. ROMJUE. I had not heard that amendment.

Mr. ANDRESEN. I will say further, that the act of 1924
authorized the appropriation of $1,500,000 for the Mississippi
River project. Of this amount, around $500,000 has been used.

"The rest of the land to be acquired under an average price of

$10 an acre will not need extra authorization from Congress in
order to acquire the land, because sufficient money has already
been authorized to acquire all of the land necessary in the
project. So this amendment to the act calls for no extra
authorization of money from the United States Treasury.

Mr. ABERNETHY, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. T will

Mr. ABERNETHY. How is this refuge going to be oper-
ated—under what department?

Mr. ANDRESEN. It is operated under the Department of
Agriculture.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Why the Department of Agriculture in-
stead of the Department of Fisheries?

i1'slr. ANDRESEN. It is partly under the Bureau of Fish-
eries.

Mr. ABERNETHY. And the Bureau of Fisheries is under
the Commerce Department?

Mr. ANDRESEN. The Bureau of Fisheries has jurisdietion
over the fish and the Department of Agriculture has jurisdiec-
tion over the migratory birds.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Is this the same bill introduced by Mr.
Hawes, of Missouri?

Mr. ANDRESEN. I have no knowledge about that.

Mr. ABERNETHY. All you want to do is to increase the
price from £5 an acre to $10 an acre, and whait is to hinder the
speculators getting hold of it and ronning it up to $15 an acre?

Mr. ANDRESEN. If they do, I think they will have to hold
the land, becaunse I do not think the department would come
back for aunthority to further increase the price.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Is the department sure that it can ac-
quire the land at that price?

Mr. ANDRESEN. The department feels satisfled that they
can acquire the lands at not exceeding $10 an acre.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I presume it is not necessary to ask if
all the delegation of Minnesota is in favor of the bill?

Mr. ANDRESEN. I have not polled the delegation, but I pre-
sume they are.

Mr. ABERNETHY. What BStates
matter?

Mr, ANDRESEN. Minnesota, Wisconsin, Towa, Tllinois, and.
in fact, every State in the Mississippi Valley, because of the
migratory birds that will have a refuge and resting place here.
This will be a feeding ground.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDRESEN. I will

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What i=s the difference between the land
that has not been aecquired and the land that has already been
acquired at $5 an acre? .

Mr. ANDRESEN. The difference is mostly in the timber-
land, where there is valuable tracts of timber, virgin timber in
some cases and cordwood in other piaces, where it was impos-
gible to get it at an average price of $5 an acre.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Was the average price of the land to be
acquired more than the land already acquired?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Absolutely.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It has not increased the price since the
project was started?

Mr. ANDRESEN. No: I think the land has decreased or
remained about the same.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 was wondering whether gentlemen in
favor of this program will be as enthusiastic in favor of flood
control when that matter comes up?

Mr. ANDRESEN, No question about it;
Mississippi Valley.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I ask to be recognized. I
am opposed to the bill,

The CHAIRMAN. If no one on the committee claims recog-
nition in opposition to the bill, the Chair will recognize the
gentleman from Georgia. 3

Mr. EDWARDS. How much time do I have?

The CHAIRMAN, One hour,

are interested in this

we live in the




1928

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr., Chairman and gentlemen, I do not
think the House understands this proposition. This is not the
kind of a proposition for the Congress to approve. Look at
the report and you will find that there are 16,867 acres which
have already been bought under the act of June 7, 1924,
for $82,288. Yom will find in the same connection with that
.there are 1,052 acres as a gift, which make 17,919 acres. The
public lands are given as 24,963 acres, which make a total
acreage of 42,882 acres. This bill provides for land and water.

Now, how much more land and water do they want on which
to raise migratory ducks and fish than 42,882 acres? They have
42,882 acres, and now they come in and ask for 85,000 more
acres of land, at $10 an acre, which will be $850,000 more out of
the Treasury of the United States.

Mr. CLARKE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. I yield.

Mr. CLARKE. It is not a question of how much more land
we want, but how much more land those who have given
thought to the entire project want. The Department of Agri-
culture, chambers of commerce of Wisconsin and Missouri, all
along the line, have been in conference and they are all back
of this project. And they say they need this land, set forth in
the report, and the people all over the United States will get
the benefit of it. The picture you have is an immature picture
while their picture is a perfect one.

Mr. EDWARDS. The picture I have in mind is not im-
mature. I have known about fish all my life and I am
familiar with migratory birds and wild life as contemplated in
this bill. This proposition is not right. We are told that it is
not in keeping with the condition of the Treasury and the policy
of the present administration to have over $75,000,000 a year
for the next two years for public highways, but here it is pro-
posed to expend practically $1,000,000, to be dumped down in
those sloughs and gulches, in the purchase of those worthless
lands and waters up there which are evidently no good for any-
thing else than to raise fish and wild game on. If is proposed to
spend practically a million dollars for this in one lump sum,

Mr. ANDRESEN. As I stated in my statement, this does not
take any more money out of the United States Treasury than
is already authorized by law.

Mr. EDWARDS. Oh, I think the gentleman is mistaken in
that. T am sure he is because if it did not take more money,
¥you would not be here asking to be permitted to expend $5 an
acre more than was established as a fair price in the first act,
which became a law in 1924,

Mr. ANDRESEN. The project requires the purchase of
85,000 acres of land, roughly speaking; and if the average
price is $10 an acre, that will mean $850,000. The Congress
has already passed appropriation bills amounting to $500,000.

Mr. EDWARDS. For this purpose?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Yes.

Mr. EDWARDS. Without any authorization?

Mr. ANDRESEN. Oh, the authorization was approved in
1924, That will make a total of $1,350,000, or $100,000 less
than the authorization in the act of 1924.

Mr. McMILLAN. Baut if that money has been appropriated
and is not expended, it will go back into the Treasury of the
United States. .

Mr. ANDRESEN, The money has been authorized.

Mr. McMILLAN. If it is not expended for that purpose, my
understanding is that it will go back to the Treasury of the
United States. \

Mr. EDWARDS, The gentleman from South Carolina is
correct in that, as he usually is.

Mr. KNUTSON. Has the gentleman from Georgia ever been
up in that section of the country?

Mr, EDWARDS. No.

Mr. ENUTSON. We wonld like to have the gentleman come
up there and see us some time.

Mr. EDWARDS. 1 would be very glad to.

Mr. McMILLAN. We have plenty of places in my section of
the country for game preserves. I have a letter on my desk
now sobmitting an offer of 30,000 acres of land for $3.50 an
acre, and it is repnted to be one of the greatest game refuges
in the country.

Mr. ENUTSON.
sitions.

Mr. EDWARDS. We ought to work together when the
proposition is right, but this proposition is not the right kind
of legislation. We ought not to take the people's money out
of the Treasury and put into those lands.

Mr. GREEN., Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes,

Mr. GREEN. We usually work together when the appropria-
tions are going the other way, but when we want something

We ought to work together on these propo-
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for reclamation in our section of the country we work sep-
arately and we get nothing.

Mr. EDWARDS. I do not agree with the gentleman on that
altogether. They have already had what I believe to be a
a:fﬁ!cient sum of money to operate a fish or game preserve and
refuge.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Does it not oceur to the gentleman that
a great many wild duck and geese come to our section of the
country in the wintertime and that they use these places for
resting places?

Mr. EDWARDS. I want to tell the gentleman something
else that has occurred to me; they come down there and the
Federal laws are generally in conflict with our State laws to
such an extent we ean not shoot and enjoy them.

Mr. ABERNETHY. The thing that appeals to me partico-
larly is the idea of a game refuge. We need something of that
kind. I believe it is a great move in the right direction. I
think if we stand with these gentlemen on this, that when we
need something of a similar nature in our section of the country
we will get it. We have got to do something to take care of
our game,

Mr. EDWARDS. I agree with the gentleman. We ought to
have game refuges, but we ought to have a well worked ount
plan whereby they would be established throughout the country.
You set up one in this section of the country, and if you have
no refuge anywhere else the thing is a failure, and it has
proven to be a failure so far. Very little actual good has re-
sulted so far.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. The gentleman knows very well
that if you had a refuge in the South at a certain time of year
the game would be in the North. This is where they go to breed
and they return to the South in the winter.

Mr. GREEN. Right along that line I would like to say to
the gentleman, showing where appropriations go, that last year
my State sent over $46,000,000 in Federal taxes to the Federal
Treasury.

Mr, KNUTSON. Is that all?

Mr. GREEN. And my district, a fourth of the State, con-
tributed eleven and a half million. I think I have been 12
times to the Post Office Department and the Treasury Depart-
ment begging them to give me $80,000 or $100,000 out of the
$265,000,000 that we appropriated for public buildings and I
have not yet the assurance that we are going to get that publie
building.

Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman from Florida usually gets
what he goes after and I am surprised that he has not gotten it.

Mr. FURLOW. The gentleman from Georgia states that he
is in favor of these game refuges?

Mr. EDWARDS. If they are worked out well, through an
organized system, and if they do not cost too much.

Mr, FURLOW. Here we have a scheme that was worked
out in 1924, and we have been acquiring this land since the
passage of this act.

Mr. EDWARDS. Only in this one place.

Mr. FURLOW. We have acquired land here and there
within this area. Now, we are going to defeat the entire pur-
pose of this program if within this area we leave unpurchased
a spot here and another spot there. For example, if a man has
160 acres and there is an adjoining 160 acres that can not be
acquired, that will prevent the refuge from being successful.

Mr. EDWARDS. I think we should either delay this legis-
lation or defeat it, and then work out a program whereby we
can establish game refuges all over the country where needed.
If you establish this one up in that region, the Canadians will
get more benefit from it than will the people of the United
States.

Mr. MOREHEAD. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.

Mr. MOREHEAD. There is no evidence here that the land
is owned by private corporations. There would be no way of
keeping them out if there were any there, and they would have
hunting privileges there. I am very much opposed to allowing
hunting on any sanctuary or game preserve. I have been up in
that country and I know the section thoroughly. I go up there
fishing. I think the price here is exorbitant.

Mr. EDWARDS. I, too, think it is exorbitant,

Mr., MOREHEAD. I think if we take it over at all, we

ought to have an option on the entire body of land, so that
there will not be exorbitant prices charged to complete the
purchase of the entire tract.

Mr, MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.

Mr. MONTAGUE. This is ecalled a game sanctuary?

Mr. EDWARDS. That is what it is termed.
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Mr. MONTAGUE.
sanctuary?
Mr. SHALLENBERGER. No.

Is hunting or fishing permitted in that
It is not permitted under the

law,

Mr. KNUTSON. At no time. This is a closed reservation
for wild life.

Mr. MONTAGUE. That is what I wished to ascertain, be-
cause we have been having bills—one is now pending in the
Senate, I think—where, under the guise of sanctuaries, yon
are going to have hunting grounds and fishing grounds, places
of slaughter for fish and game.

Mr. SHALLENBERGER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. EDWARDS.
Nebraska.

Mr. SHALLENBERGER. I want to point out to the gentle-
man from Georgia that the real purpose of the bill is to estab-
lish sanctuaries for wild game which his people in Georgia and
our people in Nebraska like to shoot. In Minnesota that wild
life will be preserved, so that we shall all get the benefit of it

Mr. ADKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, EDWARDS. Yes.

Mr ADKINS. There is another bill pending, I think, coming
up to-day, for another refuge and rest ground in Utah, and one
in Kansas. The theory is that along the different lanes through
which they pass from north to south or south to north they
will have some place where they will not be shot at. It was
proposed that the bills be amended so as to take from the
Department of Agriculture the right of permitting hunting at
any time.

Mr. EDWARDS. Does not the gentleman think we ought
to have a general and well worked out program for these
refuges instead of going into the subject piecemeal?

Mr. ADKINS. This refuge has already been started, and a
good deal of money has been expended on it. This is to
complete the program for that one at that place.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. This report from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture states that this amendment will not cost
a dollar more, that the money they now have is sufficient, but
that there is some valuable land that they can not get at $5
an acre, This is not asking for more money, but simply to
enable them to complete the project Congress authorized.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.

Mr. McMILLAN. This is not a question as to the policy of
establishing sanctuaries, but it is a bill, as I understand it,
simply to authorize the payment of $10 an acre which four
years ago was authorized for $5. This is not a question of
policy as to whether we shall have a sanctuary here or else-
where in the country. I think the gentleman from Georgia
will agree that we ought to preserve wild life and game.

I am concerned about the fact that four years ago you could
get this land for $5 an acre, and now they are coming in here
and asking for $10. We have no assurance but that two or
three years from now they will come in here again asking
for $20.

Mr. EDWARDS. I will say to the gentleman from South
Carolina that the reason given here a few minutes ago as to
why this additional amount is required is the fact that part
of this land is valuable timberland. Now, the Government has
no use for that timber, and ought not to buy it.

Mr. ADKINS. In a community where somebody has gone in
and bought a farm surrounded by this land, the owner will be
troubled by the fact that he will be crowded, and the average
price ought to be raised here so that this additional land can
be acquired.

Mr. EDWARDS. If you buy this timberland, poachers will
come in and steal the timber and the Government will have
only the land.

Mr. SCHAFER. Does not the gentleman think an amend-
ment should be incorporated in the resolution which will pre-
vent the purchase of any additional land until the Government
has had options for all of it? Because if we can not buy all
of that land and private individuals own small or large tracts
of land within the reservation, you will really have private
shooting grounds on those lands.

Mr. EDWARDS. We have not very much information in the
report. We have a letter from the Secretary, but it is not very
clear. What I get out of it is that we need 80,000 more acres
at $10 an acre.

The average price will be $10 per acre, which means it will
cost $10, and it will cost the Government $550,000,

Mr. ENUTSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes,

Mr. ENUTSON, The gentleman has stated several times
that this legislation should be put over until a comprehensive

Yes. 1 yield to the gentleman from
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plan of game preservation could be worked out for the entire
country. This plan originated with Senator Hawgks, of Mis-
souri, when he was a Member of the House.

Mr. EDWARDS. I think the original migratory plan origi-
nated with Mr. Weeks several years prior to that.

Mr. ENUTSON. I mean as far as acquiring land along the
Mississippi is concerned. It is said to be the greatest spawning
ground for small-mouth black bass there is known anywhere.
It is a great place for them to stop in their migration north and
south, €0 we must have all of this land or it will not serve the
purpose as well as is necessary. The gentleman from Florida
has referred to the fact that the North is getting everything.
I want to say that in taking this land the Federal Government
is taking the best bass-fishing grounds in the world away from
us but we are perfectly willing that it shall be taken away if
it be devoted to the purpose provided in the bill.

Mr. EDWARDS. I should think so at $10 an acre.

Mr. KNUTSON. The gentleman must understand that adja-
cent to this land there is $150 and $200 land. The gentleman
must not think that we are unloading a desert on the Govern-

ment.

Mr. EDWARDS. No; because I understand it is mostly water
instead of a desert.

Mr. ENUTSON. The gentleman has not been up there so
it wounld be impossible to describe this territory to him.

Mr. BOX. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.

Mr. BOX. Has the gentleman any information as to whether
lands in the Mississippi Valley or farm lands over the conntry
generally have doubled in value during the last four or five
years?

Mr. EDWARDS. My information is lands have not increased
in value. To the contrary, my information is that lands have
decreased in value in that time. The thing which has attracted
the attention of the opposition here to-day is the fact that only
four years ago we were told this land could be bought for &5
an acre, but now they want $10. I want to tell yon, my friends,
the country is tired of this so-called economy, which is but
waste and Republican extravagance.

Mr. ROMJUE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. ' Yes.

Mr. ROMJUE. The gentleman referred to the land that has
already been purchased. Can he tell us the average price that
was paid for that land per acre?

Mr. EDWARDS. It ran around $5, as I understand it.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Five dollars is the average price.

Mr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes

Mr. HAUGEN. At the time the bill was under consideration
the committee had no estimate as to the value of this particular
land and the §5 per acre was largely a guess on the part of
the committee. In order to safeguard the Treasury, it was
provided that land should not be bought which exceeded an
average of §5 an acre. It has been stated that these are valu-
able timberlands.

Practically all of this land is overflowed land and bas no
value for agricultural purposes. However, there is some soft
timber on the tract, and I believe the estimated value is said
to be somewhere around $15 an acre, and that it will be neces-
sary to pay much more than $5 an acre for a part of the tract.
Therefore it is suggested that the purchase price be limited to
$10. ILet me also state to the gentleman that in 1923 the
Bureau of Fisheries at low water rescued one hundred and
forty-eight million 3 to 6 inch fish and forty million 4 to 6 inch
fish from this particular region. It is of value, especially when
you consider the fact that these fish were shipped to stock the
waters of 32 States of the Union.

Mr. EDWARDS. It is the inconsistency of the thing. I
know there are some of us who want to expedite and speed up
the program of highway construction in this country. We
wanted to appropriate this year, many of us, $100,000,000 a year
for the next two years to expedite and speed up the highway
construction in this country, but we are told in that connection
that the financial policy of the administration will not permit
over $75,000,000 per year in that regard. We are told we must
cut down here and cut down there on many important. and con-
structive matters, and yet witl: this proposition you take out
of the Treasury $850,000, and we are told it is not contrary to
the President’s finaneial program.

Mr. HUDSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.

Mr. HUDSON. Does not the gentleman understand, and will
not the gentleman agree with me, that this is one of the first
steps necessary in furnishing flood control on the Mississippi?

Mr. EDWARDS. I do not know whether or not it has any
connection with it at all,
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Mr. HUDSON. If we had taken the waste land along the
Mississippi Valley and kert it as a game refuge we would not
have the flood-control proposition thrust upon us at this time.
This is one of the great resources which we ought to conserve
in this matter of flood control

Mr. EDWARDS. Then we ought to put it on .s an amend-
ment to the flood control bill that will carry more than $400,-
000,000. I hope, my friends, we will consider this proposition
carefully and thoroughly before we pass it. The price of that
land has jumped since we first started the project from $5 to
$10 per acre, and the reason given now is that a lot of this land
iz good timberland; but, as I stated a moment ago, the Govern-
ment onght not to go into the timber business.

Mr. HAMMER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.

Mr. HAMMER. In the Weeks Forestry Act it was provided
that the Government could not purchase timberland because the
price would be prohibitive. The rule was to pay $2.50, $3, $5,
and $7.50 being the limit.

That is the reason they now have a lot of land in the
southern Appalachians. For instance, they acquired the Van-
derbilt land of 70,000 acres at §5 an acre, which was above the
average price, The average was something like $2 an acre,
and it was in this way they acquired the large acreage of land
in the southern Appalachian Mountains.

Mr. EDWARDS. 1 thank the gentleman for his remarks and
for this information.

I do not want to be misunderstood. I am for sane conserva-
tion. The Government now has over 40,000 acres for this
refuge, and this is enough to proceed on until we can work
out a general program. The people are groaning under the
taxes they have to pay now, and it seems we are not going to
get any tax redoction at this session at the hands of the Re-
publicans, who are in power.

Oh, we are told the country is prosperous; but do bread
lines mean prosperity? If I am any judge of the situation, the
country is practically ruined by this Republican - prosperity.
We are not prosperous enough at this time, my friends, when
the country is asking for tax reduction, to go into buying up
additional lands for game and fish preserves and refuges.

We have carried this wild-life and migratory-bird idea to an
extreme, violated the Constitution in many instances, as we are
likely to do in the passage of this pending measure, and caused
a lot of confusion as to the laws and regulations, to say noth-
ing of having spent a lot of money out of the Treasury for no
real good purpose, The taxes of the people ought not to be
wasted. It is through taxes and taxes alone that money Is
gotten into the Treasury. The expenditure of that money
ought to be made in a wise, economic, and judicious manner.
Ours is a grave responsibility. Every dollar that does not go
for a real good governmental purpose is t, and I am not
willing that it be done. In this case we were told in 1924 that
all the lands necessary in connection with this proposition could
be had for $5 an acre, and a great lot of lands, amounting to
forty-odd thousand acres, have actually been bought at $5 an
acre. Too much land has been bought in on this proposition
as It is, and, in my opinion, enough lands are now in hand to
carry on the work contemplated in this measure. Now we are
told 85,000 more acres must be bought at an average price of
$10 per acre, This means, as I have said, an expendifure of
an additional $850,000 for lands upon which to enlarge this
game and fish refuge.

I received a communication to-day from a constituent of
mine, and, with the permission of the House, I am going to
insert it in the Recorp as part of my remarks about other bills
along this wild-life and migratory-bird idea, which is as follows:

SPECIAL ATTENTION—MEMEERS OF CONGRESS—SUBJECT: SENATE BILL
1271 AND HOUSE FBILL 5487—D0 YOU WANT MORE TAXATION ON THE
FARMERS OF THE UNITED STATES™ DO YOU WANT MORE BUREAU GQOV-
BRNMENT IN WASHINGTON, D. C.,, WITH ITS LAWMAKING POWERS—DO
YOU WANT T0 THROTTLE YOUR STATE GAME DEPARTMEXNTS AND COM-
MISSIONS?—BLIND-POOL JOEER IN MIGRATORY BIED LAW

The blind pool refuge bill is again before Congress. It has a good
chance of belng passed. The bureau officials in Washington, allied with
the professional protectionlsts of New York City, have succeeded in
tacking it onto the migratory bird law. The latter is a meritorious
piece of legislation. The Joker they have attached to it strikes at
the heart of self-government. It throttles the splendid State game
commissions that have been built up in many States and are being
developed in others.

The bureau chlefs in Washington and their adroit associates in New
York are intent upon getting into their own hands the game funds
of the country. They have enlisted the support of Senator NORBECE,
from South Dakota, chairman of the Agricultural Committee. The
bill, through his Influence, has been sent to the Benate.
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If this bill is passed it will confer lawmaking powers upon the clerks
of the Blological Survey. It clearly provides that the rules and regu-
lations which they may make should have the force of law., -It
confers police powers upon the Secretary of Agriculture and his em-.
ployees-—something that was not even remotely contemplated when
his department was organized. 1

If this bill is passed it will deny the citizen the right of trial in his
own community. It authorizes a petty Federal official to drag a|
reputable citizen hundreds of milcs for trial before a Federal official
located in amother State. The blll authorizes Federal officials to |
arrange settlements without trial. This provision is an incentive to
dishonesty. It encourages petty officiuls to practice petty annoyances
upon sportsmen whom they may find afield.

If this bill Is passed it will enable a group of men in Washington
to remove hundreds of thousands of dollars from the State in which
it was collected and disburse it when and where they will

This bill, in practically the same form, was defeated in the Sixty-
seventh, Bixty-eighth, and Sixty-ninth Congresses.

Mr. Mondell, the Republican floor leader, in denouncing the game
refuge bill, said: “1 belleve the measure is so far-reaching in its
consequences it would be so tremendously harmful in the long run to
my country and to its people that I can not support it or any part
of: it."

Mr. GArreETT, the Democratic floor leader, said he was opposed to
the legislation and asked, * How long do yon think we ecan continue
to yield to the blandishments, the propaganda, and the temptations
of expediency in measures such as this?”

Judge Ward, the Congressman from North Carolina, scored the bill
as the crowning infamy of them all.

Ex-Senator Wadsworth, of New York, in a recent address, said:
“ There has been built up at Washington a bureaucracy so vast and
complicated that no one can understand the operations of the Govern-
ment of the United States as it exists to-day. It is a bureaucracy
which is not responsive to public sentiment. We are whittling at the
structure established by the forefathers, and if we whittle long enough
we shall destroy it."

Mr, Keith McCanse, State game commissioner of Missouri, says: “It
is all wrong for the double license to be inflicted upon the hunters of
the United States in order to create a tremendous fund for use of
bureancracy. Do we want to ereate in Washington another powerful
Federal bureau with its agents nosing into every nook of the land?

If this bill becomes a law it will be because the sportsmen of this
country and their representatives in Congress do not understand its
far-reaching Influence.—[Editorial from the Forest and Stream Maga-
zine of March, 1928, issne. Founders of the Audubon Society and|
the migratory bird law.]

NOW READ THE FEW LINES BELOW

A vote for Benate bill 1271 or H. R. 5467 Is a vote for more taxes
on the farmers and poor hunters of the United States; more bureau-
cracy in Washington, D. C.; throtiling of State game departments and
commissions ; and more destruction to migratory birds and wild life,
not less.

A vote against the pending bills (8., 1271; H, R. 54067) Is a vote for
legs taxes on the farmers and poor hunters of the United States; less
bureaucracy in Washington, D, C.; more local State government; and
less destruction to migratory birds and wild life in the United States.

Members of Congress, which do you prefer?

The question is up to you.

What will be your decision?

R. M. VARNEDOE,
Hinesville, Ga., Liberty County.

I reserve the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minuntes to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr, ABERNETHY].

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, I have a great deal of respect for my friend the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. Epwarps], but I think the position
he has taken is not.sound, with all due respect to him.

I want to call the attention of the committee to the fact that
this bill we are now seeking to perfect is the creature of a very
distinguished Democrat who is now a Senator from the State
of Misseuri, Mr. Hawes. [Applause.] I think it is one of the
most constructive pieces of legislation we have embarked upon
in many a day.

I come from a section of country that abounds in game, wild
game of all sorts. I have practically 2,000 square miles of
water in my district, and I had the pleasure of having the Sec-
retary of Agriculture year before last come down to my dis-
trict, and while there we showed him some real game shooting.
I think Mr. Jardine is a man of integrity and I think he has a
very broad view of this entire question. -

This bill comes into the House with a unanimous report from
the great Committee on Agriculture. I find myself in this situa-
tion: I think the bill is right because the game in the summer
time is mot in the South. The game is in our waters in the
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wintertime and in the summer time in the northern waters, and
this very refuge, as I understand, is to be a place where no man
can shoot them or disturb them while they are resting there,
and that fish may spawn and breed there, with no fishing
allowed ; is not that correct?

Mr. CLAGUE. That is correct.

Mr. ABERNETHY, I think that is one of the greatest things
in favor of the bill. I think we need more of these refuges,
and I have enough faith in the membership of the House to
believe that if we ald them in putting this over and we have a
meritorious proposition in our own section of the country they
will come to our aid and relief. [Applause.] This is shown
here every time we pass a rivers and harbors bill. At the last
Congress they aided my section of the country and helped me
vote £6,000,000 for an inland waterway. Suppose you had
taken the same position over there that my friend from Georgia
has taken this afternoon. We would never have that aid and
assistance in developing our section of the country. This is a
great, big country and we have to work together.

Mr. EDWARDS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes.

Mr. EDWARDS. The gentleman from Georgia has not taken
the position he is against the bill because the game refuge is
located where it is.

Mr. ABERNETHY. I do not understand that to be the posi-
tion of the gentleman, but I do say if you defeat this measure
on account of the price, you defeat the project. That is all
there is to it. [Applause.] It is only a question of $5 an
acre, and this will not break the Government. I am willing to
vote £1,000,000 and put it into a beneficial proposition that is
going to help the whole country.

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes.

Mr. SCHAFER. If they are fearful they have not enough
money, why not amend the Volstead Act and get a lot of addi-
tional revenue in that way?

Mr. ABERNETHY. Well, we are talking about water, not
liquor. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. SCHAFER. We are talking about * bottle bass.”

Mr. ABERNETHY. I really think, gentleman, this is a very
constructive piece of legislation, and I hope to see this move-.
ment spread over the entire country. We have to protect our
game and fish. It will be so after a while that the wild game
will be like the buffalo. There are none in this country at all
now except a few herds in our parks. I remember, for instance,
when I was a boy, there used to be clouds and clouds of wild
pigeons going north and south. There is not a one in the coun-
try to-day. Where are they?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North
Carolina has expired.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman two
minutes more.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Gentlemen, I am in favor of economy,
but this is constructive economy. This is a great conservation
measure, and, as I say, it was the dream of our distingunished
colleague, Senator HAwEs, when he was a Member of the House,
to put this through, and whether he put it through or who-
ever put it through, I think we ought to pass this bill. It
has the unanimous report of the great Committee on Agricul-
ture. There is no politicz in it, but it is to protect and con-
serve our wild life and fish. With regard to the timber, we
need the wocded land as well as the sireams fo protect the
game, and we have the assurance of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture that he can put this over if we will allow him this privi-
lege, and surely he is not going ahead and waste the money.
I think we ought to pass the bill. [Applause.]

Mr. ENUTSON. Will the gentleman yield? -

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes.

Mr. ENUTSON. There is nothing to the point raised by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Box] that this land has doubled in
value in the last three or four years. The chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture has explained to the House fully that
when the original bill was reported out the committeé did not
know what this land was going to cost, and they fixed the
maximum at $5 an acre., We have found that is not sufficient,
and that it is now necessary to raise the maximum to $10, but
the land has not doubled in value,

Mr. ABERNETHY. It is not going to break the Govermment,
anyway, and I am for the bill. [Applanse.]

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. AsweLL].

Mr, ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, the original act creating this
game refuge was enacted by the Congress, both Houses, by
practically a unanimous vote, The Government did not know
in advance the price of all the land and it was Impossible or
impracticable to secure an option on all the land in advance.
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So as a restrictive measure the price was fixed at an average of
$5 an acre.

The Department of Agriculture now reports that it has inves-
tigated and has proceeded as far and as rapidly as possible and
has secured all the lands available at $5 an acre and has now
returned to the Congress for authority to raise the average.

It is a very practicable and sensible proposition. It is the
only thing that ean be done. The Committee on Agriculture
held hearings. There were a large number of witnesses and
there were explanations in detail, and it was the unanimous
vote of the committee that this is the only intelligent procedure
unless we are now to abandon the whole project.

Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ASWELL. Yes

AMr. ALLGOOD. If we vote this $10 an acre now, what as-
surance have we that these people will not come back here next
session of Congress and ask for $20 an acre?

Mr. ASWHELL. It is not within the province of any gentle-
man on the floor of this House to give any other gentleman any
assurance on any such proposition as that. In my own opinion,
I am so convinced of the value of this, that for myself rather
than to have the project defeated, I would vote for $20 an acre.
[Applause.]

Mr. KETCHAM. And the gentleman will recall the inter-
esting hearings we had on the subject. 1Is it not a fact that the
point of view which has been developed by the gentleman from
Georgin [Mr. Epwarps] was developed in the committee itself,
and that we were satisfied, unanimously, that while we did
not exactly approve of this increase, it is the only way in which
this great project could go through.

Mr. ASWELL. All of the points brought out by the gentle-
man from Georgia were presented to the committee, and ﬁnmly
the committee agreed on the proposition.

Mr. ENUTSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASWELI. Yes.

Mr. ENUTSON. The gentleman comes from the great Mis-
sissippi Valley.

Mr. ASWELL. And the lower part of it—the flooded area.

Mr. ENUTSON. From a very important part of it.

Mr. ASWELL. The richest part of it.

Mr, KNUTSON. WIll the gentleman state to the House his
observations as to the increase in wild life since these sane-
tuaries were established?

Mr. ASWELL. Many hundred per cent in my part of the
country.

Mr, LAGUARDIA. And the gentleman’s understanding of
a sanctuary is the same as mine, that no hunting should be
permitted in the sanctuary?

Mr. ASWELL. Absolptely.

Mr, LAGUARDIA, We agree on that.

Mr, ASWELL. Absolutely.

Mr. HDWARDS, Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr, STEVENSON].

Mr., STEVENSON. Mr, Chairman, there are several ele-
ments to which I object in this situation. It is true that the
Agricultural Commitiee in their wisdom have unanimously rec-
ommended this resolution, but sometimes we have differed with
their wisdom, and I do now for several reasons. In the first
place, here are a lot of people who owned land that under the
statute which was formerly enacted have parted with it at &5
an acre. The fellows who did not want to part with it at that
figure have stood out. We are not dealing justly with those
people who have already sold when we come up now and say
that we will give these other fellows $10 an acre.

Mr. ASWELL. My, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes.

Mr. ASWELL. That question was brought up in the com-
mittee, and it was clearly developed that the land that had
been purchased at §5 an acre was not to be compared at all
with the other land it is now proposed to purchase, so far as
value is concerned.

Mr., STEVENSON. That being true, if there is no compari-
son at all, how do you compare them by making one worth $5
an acre and the other $10 an acre. In other words, you paid a
lot for something that was worthless, according to that position.

Mr. ASWELL. I did not say that it was worthless,

Mr. STEVENSON. It does not compare.

Mr., ASWELL. The gentleman did not quote my statement.

Mr, STEVENSON, The gentleman’s statement is in the
Recorp. I do not yield any further.

Mr. ASWELL. I did not make any such statement as the
gentleman quoted.

Mr. STEVENSON. The gentleman's statement is in the
Recorp, and I stand by it. The fact confronts us that we are
now asked to pay twice as much for land, adjoining land, as
we have bought at $5 an acre, Whether there is any com-
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parison between the two or mnot, I do not know. I see this
calls for buying land and water. I want to know how much
an acre they are paying for water up there. This report says
that they already have 70,000 acres of sanctuary there now.
Is that not enough to put into one city of refuge away up at
the headwaters of the Mississippi, where the birds have to fly
a thousand miles in order to get there? Nobody will be able
to shoot them without traveling a thousand miles, except those
who are locally around there. I think you have already pur-
chased enocugh land when you have 70,000 acres in one pre-
gerve, This matter of acquiring land by the Government seems
to have become a matter of very frequent occurrence. We are
asked to buy land here and buy land there for this purpose
and that purpose, and what is the result of it? The first thing
we know, here we have already 70,000 acres withdrawn from
taxation in the States where this land is located. You now
propose to withdraw 85,000 acres more from taxation and from
all local levies, and then Uncle Sam is expected to do some-
thing for that country, and they will always be claiming that
they ought to have this and that because they have a great
game preserve up there. The acquisition of land by the United
States Government has gone on to such an extent that I have
stopped voting to buy any more land anywhere. There is a lot
of talk about putting one of these preserves down in the coast
country of South Carolina. I have not seen any considerable
movement in that direction as yet, but I would not be in favor of
it if there was, because I want the lands in South Carolina,
except those absolutely necessary for strictly Government
purposes to be subject to the jurisdiction of the courts and the
taxing officers of the State, and that is where all the lands
ought to be. Having bought 70,000 acres at $5 an acre, I am
in favor of standing pat. You have practically 110 square
miles of land. Is that not enough for the sparrows and the
birds that roost up and down Pennsylvania Avenue here to
the annoyance of the people with new hats? Have you not
enought of a sanctuary for all that kind of thing, anyway? .

Mr. ALLGOOD. I have heard considerable complaint from
some of the Members from the northwestern part of the
country about the Government owning so much public land
up there.

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes; it has been a great cry, and they
have been asking for unusual concessions as to public improve-
ments because the Government has so much land that is not
taxable.

I am opposed to taking any more away from these gentle-
men in so far as taxation is concerned. That is the principle
upon which I stand in regard to all these things. The Govern-
ment has no business to take land except in case of national
safety and national conservation—it has no business tying up
land and taking it out from the jurisdiction of the taxing
officer.

Mr. McMILLAN. What guaranty have we that they will
not come here in the future and ask for authority to buy
land at $20 an acre?

Mr. STEVENSON. How many people have obligated them-
gelves to sell land at $10 an acre? If there was anything in
evidence before the committee it is not stated in the report.

Mr. KETCHAM. I think the gentleman will find a statement
of the Department of Agriculture in reference to that.

Mr. STEVENSON. That it has an option on land that it
can buy at $10 an acre?

Mr. KETCHAM. It is the judgment of the department based
upon surveys actually made that no further aunthorization will
be requested, that this authorization is made to cover all the
land that they propose to take.

Mr. STEVENSON. How much land have they under option
that they can buy at $10 an acre?

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Will the genfleman yield?

AMr. STEVENSON. Yes.

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Can the gentleman inform the
committee what the assessed valuation of this land is?

Mr. STEVENSON. No; I was not on the committee, and I
doubt if anyone on the committee knows,

Mr. ANDRESEN. That is all in the record.

Mr. VINSON of EKentucky. The assessed valuation?

Mr., ANDRESEN. No; not the assessed valuation.

Mr. STEVENSON. I venture to say to the gentleman from
Kentucky that if he will look into it he will find that the value
of these lands are not over 50 cents an acre for taxation. [Ap-

launse,
¥ Mr. z]&NDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Kenfucky [Mr, KINCHELOE].

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, sometimes it is amusing how you get down to dollars
and cents whenever agriculture is at stake or any great con-
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servation for the benefit of the people. This project in the
upper Mississippi is a part of the conservation scheme for wild
fowl and the breeding of fish that is trying to be worked out
by the Agricultural Committee.

I do not care how many wild fowl you have that fly from
the North to the South in the winter; you may have millions of
them, but unless you have a rest and feeding grounds for these
birds in transit it is only a question of time when you will
have none, i

Now, what is the program of the Agricultural Committee?
The gentleman from Utah [Mr. CoLtox] has a bill establishing a
game preserve in Utah. The evidence before the committee
shows that these birds go there by hundreds, and they are
being killed by pot hunters all around with no protection over
it. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Hope] has another bill.
The evidence shows that that is a great concentration place for
ducks, where they go by the thousands.

In Tennessee is another concentration place, and there are
other places in the Carolinas and down the Potomac River.

I believe the Federal Government ought to appropriate Fed-
eral money out of the Treasury and own these great concenira-
tion points, if yon are going to protect the wild life of this
country.

The gentleman from New York asked whether they were
game refuges and to be sanctuaries. I will say that at my
instance we put an amendment on the bill of the gentleman
from Utah providing that 60 per cent of the area should always
be a sanctuoary and no gun ever fired in it. [Applause.] I
would not vote for a bill that would leave it even to the dis-
cretion of the Secretary of Agriculture to establish these sanctu-
aries, I do not want to build up and maintain a place for the
big hunters.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman will recollect that the bill
we had up at the last session was backed and financed by the
gun and ecartridge makers?

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes; I voted against that.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes.

Mr. MONTAGUE. What did I understand the gentleman to
say about the 60 per cent sanctuary and 40 per cent hunting—
that is not, in this bill.

Mr. KINCHELOE. No; I was talking about the Utah bill.

Mr. MONTAGUHE. Does the gentleman think that would eon-
serve it? How would you make the separation?

Mr, KINCHELOHE. The Biological Survey under the Depart-
ment of Agriculture will have supervision over all that matter,
and 40 per cent hunting would be only when so ordered by the
Secretary of Agriculture and only at such times as he sees fit.

Mr. MONTAGUHE. Will the gentleman permit me to ask him
another guestion? I was a little troubled about this bill, as I
have been such a stickler for sanctuaries, but not sanctuaries
for hunters.

Mr, KINCHELOE. The gentleman from Virginia is no more
of a stickler for fish and game sanctusries than I am.

Mr. MONTAGUE. But now we come to the question of cost,
and we read in the report from the Secretary that—

If the prop t is adopted the department is of the
opinion that it will not be necessary to ask for funds in addition to
those already authorized for the acquisition of the desired areas to be
included in the refuge,

Am I correct in my inference therefore that this requires no
further sum of money than that hereiofore authorized?

Mr, KINCHELOE. That is true.

Mr. STEVENSON. But it means that they can pay $10 per
acre for the land now, whereas under the law that we passed
we were to pay $5.

Mr. MONTAGUE.
acre?

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. PBut suppose we had to pay $£10 an
acre for all of it. The evidence before the Committee on Agri-
culture is that the area in the upper Mississippi is the greatest
bass spawning ground in the world, where they get the bass
with which to stock the streams of your State and my State
and the State of South Caroclina. The State of Minnesota has
turned over 8,000 acres for this purpose, and someone in the
State of Iown, an individual, has turned over $40,000 worth of
land which he gave the Government. We passed an enabling
act the other day to take it in. If it is necessary, I would be in
favor of paying even $100 an acre for the balance of this land in
order to preserve the wild fowl and have spawning grounds
for the black bass. I am not concerned about the cost so long
as it is reasonable,

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KINCHELOB., Yes.

a4 amend

It means they shall not exceed $10 an
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Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman put into his remarks
a statement as to the various areas donated for this purpose
by various people?

Mr. KINCHELOE. The State of Minnesota donated 8,000
acres, and some one in the State of Iowa has donated $40,000
worth of land. I do not think the Agricultural Department is
going to run wild and crazy and go around and buy a lot of
land for more than it is worth. The purpose is to acquire this
great spawning and feeding and breeding ground in the upper
Missisgippi, and the purpose is to go out to Utah and to Kansas
and into Reelfoot Lake, if desired, and into the gentleman's
State of North Carolina and other States, and establish these
game Teserves.

Mr. ABERNETHY. 1 think the gentleman is right on that.

Mr. KINCHELOL. There is nothing provincial or sectional
about it. The purpose is to preserve the wild life of this coun-
try. You must have a place for them to feed and to rest, and if
you have to take the money out of the ¥Federal Treasury I am
in favor of doing that.

Mr. MONTAGUE. 1 will say to the gentleman from North
Carolina that the hunters are not going to North Carolina for a
refnge, but they are going there in order to destroy and hunt.

Mr. KINCHELOE. I hope this bill will be passed so that
this program can be started.

AMr. ABERNETHY., We want to conserve the wild life in
North Carolina and in Virginia, and I presume this bill, as I
understand it, is intended to conserve and not to destroy.

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. I think the gentleman from North
Carolina will concede that he is the best Member of Congress
from his district in North Carolina, and I am glad that he is in
sympathy with this measure. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kentucky
has expired.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LaNTHICUM].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland is recog-
nized for two minutes.

Mr. LINTHICUM. I shall not be able to say anything worth
while on this bill in two minutes.

Mr. EDWARDS. I yield to the gentleman five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Marylangd is recog-
nized for seven minutes. :

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, it was my pleasure some years ago—in fact, soon after
I ecame to Congress—to vote for the first bill for the purpose of
protecting migratory birds. After that bill was passed by the
House we entered into a treaty with Great Britain, and it was
my pleasure to vote for the bill which earried out the provisions
of the treaty for the protection of the wild fowl of this country.
Since that time Maryland has become noted for its thousands of
wild ducks, which had narrowly escaped being exterminated
before the passage of that act. Birds of all kinds are replenish-
ing our fields and forests. I do not think we can spend too
much money for the protection of wild fowl and fish.

I once introduced a bill myself for the protection of migra-
tory fish, and if that bill had passed I am sure we would have
an abundance of fish in all parts of our country, I think we
should establish game refuges wherever they are necessary.
The Department of Agriculture knows where they should best
be located. In your boyhood days and in mine we knew where
the birds went, and where they stopped overnight, and such
things as that. The Department of Agriculture knows where
the game birds go.

It is not a question of what we ought to pay. We should
procure these lands to protect the birds and the fish and other
wild life. This would be a pretty lonely country for those of
us who were born in the rural distriets if we did not have any
bird life. I heard one gentleman speak of the wild pigeons
that were once so plentiful. I remember the time when we
had thousands of those birds. I believe the last one died some-
where out in the West a few years ago in an aviary out in
Cincinnati, Had those pigeons have had the protection we are
giving wild life to-day they would still be plentiful. The dearth
of wild life destroys the equilibrium of nature’s laws, and per-
mits those destroying insects and pests to prey upon the crops
and cause heavy loss of production to the farmers,

The birds are the farmer's great friend in the destruction of
his enemies. They are man's great friend in their feathery
beadty and sweet songs. Like the flowers and trees which

adorn the landscape and beautify nature, so do the birds in
their happiness and beauty glorify the country and add to the
pleasures of life.

I want to see this bill passed. I trust that the gentlemen
who are earrying ount this proposition will endeavor to procure
options on all the land contained within these boundaries, be-
cuuse if certain land is left within the boundaries of the land
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purchased it will be impossible to earry out the idea which
we have in mind. I am sure the Agricultural Department will
have this in mind.

I want to see the bill pass. Unless I can be convinced, how-
ever, that there is some protection against gunning it is my
purpose to introduce an amendment at the end of the bill pro-
viding that no gunning or fishing shall take place on this game
preserve.

Mr. ANDRESEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes.

Mr, ANDRESEN. The original act provides that this is to
be a permanent sanctuary for migratory birds and wild life.

Mr. LINTHICUM. And that there shall be no gunning or
fishing within its boundaries.

Mr. ANDRESEN. That is so.
sanctuary.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Then I shall support the bill and wish it
well. Allow me to state, that, in my opinion, the committee
should also establish such sanctuaries in the great military
reservations of the country such as Fort Leonard Wood, the
Aberdeen proving grounds, and such like places throughout the
land. [Applanse.]

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Avieoon].

Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I like to
hunt, and especially do I like to fish. When I can get out on
a creek bank or a river bank and the fish begin biting, it makes
a good feeling come over me, and I enjoy it. It is worth while to
recreate, and I am sure all my colleagues in this House believe in
recreation ; but we have a measure that has already been before
this House. It has been thrashed out once, and you are to-day
taking the time of this body again. You are putting the grain
through the mill a second time and are using the water that has
already gone over the dam. In this measure you are asking for
increased appropriations. Almost an additional million dollars
is asked for in this bill. The former act provided funds suffi-
cient to buy 70,000 acres of land at $5 an acre. We were
assured that the lands were swamp and overflowed lands and
only worth $5 an acre; now you want $10 an acre, because the
Government is paying the bill.

Congress has appropriated funds to safeguard wild life, but
what has been done for the conservation of other forms of life—
human life? We have seen millions of dollars worth of prop-
erty and hundreds of lives destroyed in the Mississippl Valley,
and this session of Congress is almost at a close. I saw it pre-
dicted this week that we will adjourn the 19th day of May.
What have we done for the protection of lives and of property
in the Mississippi Valley? You are bringing measures of this
character on the floor of the House, yet all farm legislation
and other important legislation of this country is at a standstill.
You can not get these bills up here. We have idle property at
Muscle Shoals, with $150,000,000 worth of the people's money
tied up in those nitrate plants, absolutely idle. We ean not get
legislation here to place them to producing fertilizers for the
relief of agriculture. We can not get any farm relief.

I understand the report on this measure states that it iz not
in conflict with the President’s policy of economy, and yet any
legislation that seeks to take care of agriculture in this country
seems to be against the President's policy of economy. It seems
to me Congress is frittering away its time with such measures
as this, when outstanding legislation, that demands the attention
of people throughout this Nation, should be given our attention.
Personally, I do not approve of it, and while I am in favor of
conservation of wild life, I believe that the proponents of this
measure should be satisfied and should not be bringing such a
measure as this before Congress when outstanding legislation
should be given attention. [Applause.]

Mr. ANDRESEN. Mr, Chairman, I yield three minufes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WELsH].

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. Mr, Chairman, I would like
to have an opportunity to speak on this bill, not because I fear
the bill is in danger of defeat buf in order that the authorities
or the influences which are shaping our national policy with
respect to conservation may have an idea as to how the various
Members of Congress from the various localities feel on the
subject as a matter of principle. Coming as I do from one of
the big cities of the Nation, I am heartily in favor of the bill,
not because I am a hunter nor because I am a fisherman, for I
am neither. But I am interested in this bill from the economie
and sentimental viewpoint and for economic reasons. From an
economic point of view the birds and forests are absolutely
necessary for the maintenance of our national life. From a
sentimental viewpoint I feel, if we take away from this great
country of ours the wild flowers and wild life that the Lord
placed here, so that the future generations will not know from
observation and contact the -flora or fauna of America, we will

It is to be a permanent
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lose one of the greatest influences that go to make up our
national character. I do not think that is an exaggerated
statement. I for one feel the time has come when we must go
even further along the line of national conservation than we
have hitherto gone because of the great increase in our popu-
lation and because of the increased means of locomotion and
transportation. The automobile and the airplane are rapidly
reducing this country to a state where no place is sacred and
the life of neither flower or beast is sacred at the hands of
those- who would destroy without any judgment or wisdom
whatever,

The gunning feature is absolutely prohibited in this bill. I
want to place myseif on record as being unalterably opposed to
allowing gunning on any future reservations that may be
created, because such a permission is simply providing private
hunting grounds at public expense. There are only two ways
of getting the results desired by this bill. One is the method
advoecated in the bill and the other is by having great private
ownerships, such as have existed in England for the past 1,000
years—yes; from the days of the feudal system—and I prefer
this system rather than the English system because the people
themselves will have control of these reservations for all time,
[Applause.]

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr, MoMIILAN].

AMr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I have followed the debate to-day, and to some extent
have already expressed my views on this subject. This is not
a guestion, gentlemen, of whether or not any individual Mem-
ber of the Congress shall express himself with respect to his
views about the conservation of game and wild life in this
country. I think, Mr. Chairman, every man here to some extent
at least is in favor of the conservation of our wild life in
some way, but this proposed amendment is not a guestion of
conservation of wild life but solely a question of whether or
not we are going to authorize $10 to be paid for land which
just four years ago was to be bought for $5 an acre, as provided
for by the law.

My understanding is that in 1924 the original bill came up,
and it was said in the course of that debate that if $5 was
authorized for this purpose that was all that would be neces-
sary for the purchase of this area. Down in my country we
have land, as I stated a moment ago, thousands and thousands
of acres, 30,000 acres in one tract, that we can buy for $3.50 per
acre for such purposes,

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a ques-
tion and a brief observation?

Mr. McMILLAN. I will be pleased to yield.

Mr. BLACK of Texas. When this bill was before the House
at some time on its original passage I made the objection that
in all probability the committee would be back asking for

-more money, and I particularly inguired whether or not this
limit of $5 per acre would be exceeded, and I was assured
by the committee that this was swamp and overflowed land
and that it could be purchased without any difficulty whatever
within the $5 limitation. What has happened is this: When
the Government went to purchasing the land some of the owners
raised their price, and hence we are now asked to increase the
limit of cost. I am opposed to it.

Mr., McMILLAN. There, my friends, the gentleman from
Texas is calling attention to exactly what happened on that
occasion, and that is why I am now criticizing them for com-
ing back here and asking for $10 an acre when $5 an acre was
definitely agreed upon at that time.

My friend from North Carolina [Mr. AserNETHY], as well as
my friend from Georgia [Mr. Epwarps], and all of us along the
South Atlantic coast, know we have great areas down there
teeming with wild life, and all of us are in favor of its con-
servation, but to come here and within four years raise the
price to $10 an acre when it was agreed that $5 was all that
was necessary, and then, perchance, in four years from now
come back and ask for $20 or $30 an acre, is not fair to the
committee,

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McMILLAN. Yes; I yield.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Does the gentleman think we would
ever get any conservation areas down in our country if we
destroyed this bill?

Mr. McMILLAN. My friend, we have 40,000 or 50,000 acres
already in operation under the original law.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Does the gentleman think that is enough?
Does not the gentleman think 100,000 acres would be better? We
need these great areas. :

Mr. McMILLAN. Then go ahead and buy the 100,000 acres
or 80,000 acres under the terms of the original bill; and as my
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colleague from South Carolina [Mr. StevexsoN] has already
stated, it is not fair to these men who have already gold their
lands for $5 an acre to come back now and raise the price to
$10 an acre.

I repeat, this is not a question of the conservation of game,
but is a question of raising the price from $5 to $10 an acre
when they solemnly agreed four years ago that $5 an acre would
be all that would be necessary. [Applause.]

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr., FULBRIGHT].

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of
the committee, I have always been in favor of conservation, I
have always been in favor of protection, when it comes to con-
serving the wild life of the couniry or protecting human life
or property in any section of the Nation. In this bill, however, I
am afraid that you are trespassing upon the policy of economy
that has been urged upon this Congress since its inception, espe-
cially the policy of economy that the administration is disposed
to apply to flood control. While we are attempting to legislate
for the comservation and protection of the wild life of the Na-
tion, I think it very appropriate that I read a telegram received
]iatst night from the Kiwanis Club at Dexter in Stoddard County,

0.1

Hon. J. F. FULBRIGHT,
Undted States Congress:
8t. Francis River right now out of banks in Butler and Stoddard
Counties flooding highways and farm lands, Families moving out and
livestock drowned.

Here is an opportunity for the protection of human life and
property in this country if this Congress will avail itself of the
opportunity. So far as I am concerned, I am more interested in
protecting human life than I am in protecting the wild life of
the country. It occurs to me that the Congress should quit frit-
tering away its time on matters of minor importance and devote
its time to the solution of the flood-control problem. After read-
ing the telegram to which I have just referred, I picked up a
paper—Labor—published here in Washington, and my attention
was at once attracted to this editorial:

PROBLEM OF FLOOD CONTROL—XOT A TIME FOR PICAYUNE ECONOMY;
BLOCE THE GRAFTERS BY ALL MEANS, BUT MAKE THE MISSISSIPPI
SAFE

The flood control bill as it passed the Semate authorized the appro-
priation of $325,000,000 to muzzle the Mississippi. Word comes that
FPresident Coolldge thinks this too high, especlally since there are likely
to be further expenses, and a veto is rumored unless the total cost is
ascertained beforehand.

It is imposeible to know beforehand the total cost of any big work—
from damming a river to raising a baby. The gquestion 1s whether
the work is worth the cost.

The last floed devastated 18,000 square miles, all of which would be
valpable land if protected. Figure it as good farm land alone, worth
$100 per acre, and it comes out at $1,152,000,000.

This is mrore than three times the Benate figure, with nothing
reckoned for city property, nothing for navigation, nothing for power.
Probably these items taken together are worth four or five times as
much as the land.

Complete control of the Mississippi would be a good investment
at $2,000,000,000, or even at three,

The surest way to waste money on this work is to tackle it in piece-
meal, picayune fashion. It is a big job to be handled in a big way.

Senator Normis is right, as usual, when he says that flood control,
navigation, and power development on the main stream and on its
tributaries must all be taken together. The time element must be
considered, too. A year bas been wasted already, and a superflood
like that of 1927 is just as likely now as it was two years ago.

Of course, grafters are on the job, getting options on land back
of the broken levees, preparing to hold up the Government on the
price of a right of way.

Perhaps thig is why the additional $5 per acre is asked in the pend-
ing bill to secure additional lands as a refuge for the wild life of this
country.

Such buzzards always gather to such a feast; but they need not be
allowed to interfere with the work. Congress should give the Executive
authority to deal with them—and the Executive should deal in hard-
boiled but intelligent fashion.

The total cost of a good job on the Misgissippi and its tributaries
will be returned many times over. As for financing, we are appropriat-
ing $700,000,000 per year for the m-", and Navy, with no chance of
getting anything back,

Statesmanship which would enable ms, with safety, to reduce that
expenditure 25 per cent would provide a billion dollars for flood work
in six years without adding a penny to the total national outlay.

I say to yom, ladies and gentlemen of the committee, that if
this Congress is going on record in constructive legislation for
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the protection of human life and property in the way of flood-
control legislation it ought to act at once. A broad-minded,
statesmanlike view of the matter should be pursued. Quibbling
over local contributions should be abandoned. To quibble over
loeal contributions is to place dollars and cents above the ques-
tion of protecting life and property in the Mississippi Valley.
The whole country has been convinced that the problem of pro-
tecting life and property and the rehabilitation of this de-
vastated section is national in ifs scope and that the National
Government should assume full and complete financial respon-
sibility. If we are to economize, let us economize in matters
that are not of such commanding importance., If we are to
econcmize, let us economize in matters where human life and
the earnings of a lifetime are not at stake, If we are to
economize, let us economize where economy is justifiable. The
editorial which I have just read is saturated to the core with
truth and presents an argument that is irrefutable. If we
adjourn this Congress after merely passing legislation for the
protection of the wild life of the country and without adequate
flood-control legislation, we shall invite the condemnation of
the people thronghout this country, Such a failure would be
an outrage if not a crime. Let us not subject ourselves to such
an indictment. Let us stand up like men and courageously
meet the issme. Let us at once get busy and adopt a flood-
control program broad enough to afford protection to the Mis-
sissippi River and its tributaries. The Mississippi Valley is
entitled to it and the whole country will approve our action,
Let us not further delay. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment,

The Clerk read the bill, with the following committee amend-
ment :

Provided further, That this provision shall not apply to any land or
lands and water heretofore acquired or contracted for under the provi-
sions of this act.

The committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 2, line 1, after the word * which,” strike out the remainder
of the line and all of line 2 up to and including the word * purchage.”

Mr, KNUTSON. What does that mean?

Mr. MAPES. This is the amendment suggested by my col-
league the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, CramTon], now in
the chair. It is agreed to by the author of the bill, Mr. ANDRE-
sEN, the gentleman from Minnesota, and, 1 understand, by the
Committee on Agriculture.

It has been explained in the general debate. The purpose of
the amendment is to limit the amount that can be paid for addi-
tional land to an average of $10 per acre. Some of the land
that has been purchased already has been purchased at a sum
ponsiderably less than $10 per acre. The purpose of the amend-
ment is to make it clear that the bill has in mind future pur-
chases and to eliminate in figuring the average price the price
that has been paid for the land heretofore purchased at a con-
siderably less sum than $10 per acre. I think the amendment
is in accord with the purpose of the committee and clarifies the
meaning of the bill.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Does not the proviso on page 2 cover that?

Mr. MAPES, It is thought that the langunage which I pro-
pose to strike out is contradictory to the gecond proviso.

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will it be agreeable to have the amend-
ment again reported?

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again
report the amendment.

The Clerk read the amendment.

Mr. BLACK of Texas., As I understand it, as the bill is now
drawn it is intended to provide that all of the land purchased
under this act shall not average more than $10 an acre?

Mr. MAPES. All lands purchased in the future.

Mr. BLACK of Texas. As I understand at present it is not
only intended to make the average apply to land purchased in
the future, but to all lands that have been purchased at a con-
siderably less price than $10 an acre. What will be the effect
of the gentleman's amendment; will it be to raise the average
cost or will it lower it?

Mr. MAPES. The effect of my amendment will be to lower
the average cost—to make sure that the price of the lands pur-
chased in the future shall not average more than $10 an acre.

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The purpose of the gentleman's
amendment is to lower the price rather than to raise it?

Mr., MAPES. Yes.

Mr, BLACK of Texas.
in favor of that.

To that I have no objection. I am
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MaAPes],

The question was talken, and the amendment was agreed to,

M:. EDWARDS, Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 2, line 6, after the word “Act,” insert : “Provided further, That
the price of said lands shall not exceed the assessed valuation thercof
for taxes in 1027,

The CHATIRMAN., The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, T move that the committee
do now rise and report the bill to the House, with the recom-
mendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the bill
as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumeq the chair, Mr. Crasron, Chairman of the Comiittee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration House Joint Resolu-
tion 200 and had directed him to report the same back with

sundry amendments, with the recommendation that the amend-
ments be agreed to and the bill as amended do pass.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the

on the bill and amendments to final passage.
The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER.

previous question

Is a separate vote demanded on any amend-

ment? If not, the Chair will put them in gross.
The amendments were agreed to.
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a
third time, and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER.

The question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
AMr, McMirtLaN) there were—90 yeas and 21 nays.

Mr., McMILLAN,

ground that there iz no quorum present,

The SPEAKER.

Evidently there is no quorum present,

Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the

The

doors will be closed, the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will eall the roll.
of the passage of the bill, when their names are called, will
answer “aye,” and those opposed will answer “no.”

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 249, nays 69.
answered “ present " 1, not voting 113, as follows:

All those in favor

[Roll No. 67]
YEAS—249

Abernethy Corning Hastings Major, TIL.
Ackerman Crail IHnugen Manlove
Adkins Cramton Hicke: Mansfield
Aldrich Crosser Hill, Wash, Mapes
Allen Cullen Hoch Martin, La.
Andresen Davenport Hogg Martin, Maas.
Andrew Davey Holaday Mead
Arentz Dempsey Hooper Merritt
Arnold De Rouen Hope Michener
Aswell Dountrich Howard, Okla. Miller
Ayres Dlowell Hudson Milligan
Bacharach Drewry Iughes Monnst
Bachmann Driver Hull, Tenn, Montague
Barbour Dyer Jacobstein oore. Ohijo
Beck, Pa. Eaton Jenkins Morehead
Beck, Wis, Elliott Johnson, Ind. Morfan
Begg England Johnson, Okla. Morin
Berger Englebright Johnson, Tex. Morrow
Black, N. Y Evans, Calif. Johnson, Wash. Murphy
Bloom Evans, Mont. Jones Nelson, Me,
Bohn Faust Kading Nelson, Wis.
Bowles Fitzgerald, Roy (3. Kahn Newton
Bowman Fitzgerald, W. T, Kelly Niedringhaua
Boylan Fitzpatrick Kemp Norton, Nebr.
Brand, Ohio Fletcher BT Norton, N. J.
Brigham Fort Ketcham O'Connell
Buchanan Foss Kiess O’'Connor, La.
Burdick Free Kincheloe Oldfield
Burtness Frothingham King Oliver, Ala,
Butler ulmer Knutson Palmizano
Carew Furlow Korell Parker
Carss Gambrill LatGuardia Perking
Carter Garber Lampert Porter
Cartwright Gardner, Ind, Langley Prall
Casey Garner, Tex. Lanham Pratt
Chalmers Gibson Lea Purnell
Chindblom Gifford Leatherwood Rainey
Christopherson  Glynn Leavitt Ramseyer
Clague Golder Leech Ransley
Clancy Goodwin Lehlbach Rayburn
Clarke Greenwood Letts Reece
Cochran, Mo. Griest Lindsay Reed, N. Y,
Cochran, Pa, Guyer Linthicum Robinson, Towa
Cohen Hadley Luce Robsion, Ky.
Cole, Iowan Hale MeKeown Rogers
Collier Hall, T11. MeLaughlin Rowbottom
Colton Hall, Ind. McLeod Rubey
Connery Hull, N. Dak, MeSweeney Sanders, N. ¥,
C'ooper, Ohio Hancoek MuacGregor Sandlin
Cooper, Wis. Hardy Maus Schaefer
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Bchnelder

Bhallgenberger
Bimmons
Sinnott
Birovich
Smith
-=om¢gs' N. Y.

peaks
Sproul, Kans.
Stalker
Stedman
Btobbs

Allgood

Brm-\- ning
Busby
Bym
(‘anﬂeld
Cannon
Chapman
Collins

Anthony
Auf der Helde

Buckbee
Bulwinkle
Burton

. Bushon
Campbell
Carley
Celler

ghfa'mlld

ole b
Combs
Connally, Tex,
Connolly, Pa.
Crisp
Crowther
Curry
Dallinger

Darrow
Denison
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Btrong, Kans. Tinkham
Bummers, Wash. Treadway
Sumners, Tex, Underwood
Bwan! restal
Swick Vineent, Mich,
Swing Vinson, Ga,
Faber Wainwright
Taylor, Colo. Wason
Temple Watres
Thatcher Watson
Thurston Weaver
Tilson Welch, Calif.
Timberlake Welsh, Pa.
NAYS—69
Dickinson, Mo. MecReynolds
Dominick McSwain
Doughton Major, Mo.
Douglass, Mass, Moore, Ky.
Edwards Moore, Va.
Eslick Moorman
Fulbright Nelson, Mo,
Gasque O'Brien
Gregory O'Connor, N, ¥.
Green Parks
Hammer Quin
Hare Ragon
Herse Rankin
Hill Romjue
ud{llnston Rutherford
Lankford Sanders, Tex,
Lowrey Bears, Fla.
Mc] teagall
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—1
MeClintie
NOT VOTING—113
Dickinson, Iowa Jeffers
Dickstein Johngon, IIL
Douglas, Ariz. ohnson, 8. Dak
Doyle : Kearns
Drane Kendall
Estep Kent
Fenn Kindred
Fish Kopp
Fisher unz
Frear Kurtz
Freeman Kvale
French Larsen
Garrett, Tenn.
Garrett, Tex, on
Gilbert cDuffie
Goldsborough McFadden
Graham Madden
Grifiin Magrady
Harrison Menges
Hawley Michaelson
Hoffman Mooney
Houston, Del Mmre. N.J.
Howard, Nebr. Olive
Hudspeth Palmer
Hull, Morton D. Peavey
Hu.u, William B, Peery
Igoe Pou
Irwin Quayle
James Rathbone

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following pairs:
Until further notice:

Mr. Madden with Mr. Garrett of Tennessee.
Mr. Graham with Mr, Crisp.
Mr., McFadden with Mr. Pou.
Mr. Buckbee with Mr. Bell,

Mr. Connolly of Penn
Mr. Darrow with M

Mr. Fenn with Mr. Kl.ndred..
Mr. Dickinson of Towa with Mr. Larsen.,
Mr. Reid of Hlinois with Mr.

Mr, SBhreve with Mr.
French with Mr. Kunz.

Bankh

aﬁrl %noll with liltrl.l nglcnugie.
r. Dallinger wi r. Peery.
earing.

Mr. Sweet with M
Mr. Thompson with
Mr. Yates with Mr,

Gilbert..

Mr. Beers with Mr. Hudspeth.

Mr. Johnson of South

Mr. Burton

with Mr. Moo
Mr. Segar with Mr. Brand o

Mr. Kendal

L?r Wingo.

ayle.

ota with Mr. Yon.

¥ Geo
1 with Mr. Cole of Mnrl;g’sﬁid

Mr. Tatgenhorst with Mr. Douglas of Arizona.
Mr. Sproul of Illinois with Mr. Griffin,

Mr. F

with

Mr, Harrison.

Mr. Hawley with Mr. Tillman.
Mr. Michaelson with Mr. Moore of New Jersey.
Mr. Eurtz with Mr. Carley.
Mr. Bacon with Mr. Lozier.
Mr. Wolverton with Mr. Sullivan.

Mr, Taylor of Tennessee with Mr. Fisher.
Mr. James with Mr. Garrett of Texas,

Mr. Underhill with Mr. Reed

of Arkansas.

Mr. Johnson of Iilinois with Mr. Bowling.
Mr. Browne with Mr. Combs.
Mr. Menges with Mr. Auf der Helde.
Mr. Crowther with Mr. Lyon,
Mr. Kearns with Mr. Bulwinkle.
Mr, Anthony with Mr. Oliver of New York.
Mr, Magrady with Mr." Sabath.
Mr. Curry with Mr. Celler.

Mr. Palmer with Mr. Dickstein,
Mr. Frear with Mr. G
Mr. Sinc-latr with Mr,

0 iishomugh

Wh!te.n'am.

Whltﬁngwn
‘Williams, IIL
Williamson
‘Wilson, La.
Wood
‘Woodruff
Wurzbach
Zihlman

Steele
Btevenson
rver
Vinson, Ky
W .

Weller

‘White, Colo.
Whitehead
W’Ii iams, Mo,
Willlams, Tex.
‘Wilson, Miss,
‘Woodrum
Wright

Reed, Ark,
Reid, I1L
Babath
Sears, Nebr,
Beger
Bhreve

Sinclair
Suell

roul, ?1!.
Stron,
Btro er
Bullivan
Bweet
Tat, orst
%‘ﬁy or, Tenn.

0mpson

Tillman

Underhill
Updike

20
Winter
Wolverton
Wyant
Yates
Yon

u'{lvania with Mr, Connally of Texas,
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Mr. Btrong of Pennsylvania with Mr. Doyle.
Hr. Kopp with Mr. Howard of Nebraska.
Mr. Wyant with Mr. Jeffers.

Mr. Britten with Mr. Kent,

Mr. Campbell with Mr. Kvale.

Mr. NORTON of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, if my colleague
the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. HowAgrp, were present, he
would vote “aye.”

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider the vote by which the bill was passed
was laid on the table.

THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE JAMES A, GALLIVAN

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Speaker, so many Members have de-
sired to be present at the eulogy in honor of our late colleague
Mr. Garuivaxn that I ask unanimous consent to change the date
from April 29 to May 6.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent to change the date of the order fixing
memorial services for the late Representative JAMEs A. GALLI-
vAN from April 29 to May 6. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

DEBATE UPON THE SBUBJECT OF PROSPERITY AND PREPAREDNESS

Mr, McCLINTIC. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimons consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp by inserting therein
an article of which I am the author which appeared in the
Wall Street Magazine of April T on the subject of naval ex-
penditures and policy.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCLINTIC. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted to me
by the House of Representatives I am printing the negative
argument of a written debate which was published in the Maga-
zine of Wall Street under date of April 7, 1928, the subject being
“Does our prosperity depend upon preparedness?”

The article is as follows:

Dors Our ProsPERITY DEPEND UroN * PREPAREDNESS " 1
(For the negative, Representative James V. McCriytic, Oklahoma,
member of United States House of Representatives Committee on

Naval Affairs)

I have the distinction of having opposed not only the administration’s
$4,200,000,000 nine-year naval program but of being the only member of
the Naval Committee who opposed the modified building program decided
upon by the latter.

My opposition to both programs is not based upon pacificism or blind-
ness to the possibilities of war, There is a tremendous propaganda
abroad to make the people believe that I and everybody who differ from
the Navy's theory of naval extension are willing to place the prosperity
and international preeminence of the United States In jeopardy for the
sake of saving a few hundred millions of dollars. We are accused of
being ready to sell the United States out to England and Japan and let
them maintaln the naval superiority we walved when we scrapped
potential command of the seas after the paval limitation conference.
Bo far as I am concerned, the accusation is most unjust. I believe in
reasonable preparedness against the remote chance of war. My opposi-
tion both to the administration’s grandiose program and to that of the
majority of the committee is based on the following propositions :

1. They are wastefully extravagant.

2, They are militaristic.

8. They are tactically obsolete and do not Insure national defense.

WHAT THE PROGRAM WOULD INVOLVE

The naval program favored by the administration would involve a
total naval expenditure of more than §4,000,000,000 in the next nine
years, including upkeep. Another naval armament limitation conference
is to be beld in 1931. If it decides upon further limitation, we shall
then be in the same position as in 1922, We had a supreme Navy pro-
gram under way then, and actually had to scrap approximately $300,-
000,000 worth of building vessels. It is the height of folly now to get
ready for another scrapping orgy. Admiral Jones told us that not a
single new ship can be completed inside of three years; hence in 1931
our shipyards would be full of building craft ready for the wreckers.
EKnowing these facts, it is certain that the other naval powers will hold
back their construction and thus be in a position to vote with equanimity
for more scrapping, with the United States as the only scrapper.

I am in favor of saving approximately $175,000,000 of the amount
the majority would spend in the next three years, thereby making
available $100,000,000 to be used in the construction of submarines
and the strengthening of our aircraft. Such a program would prevent

the laying down of the type of ship which will be the subject of dis-
cussion and might be caused to be scrapped by the naval limitation
conference in 1931,

Already 82 per cent of Federal expenditures is in support of military
policies, and it is proposed to make it 92 per cent.

It is undeniable that we have a large body of propaganda, if not of
opinion, in this country that wants to have the United States the
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supreme military power of the world, through enlarging the Navy.
No doubt many good people earnestly believe that the way to maintain
perpetual world peace and guard our prosperity in the coming period
of foreign-trade growth and rivalry is for us to be so strong as to
enforce peace. Others see ominous war clouds day and night and fear
that if we do not build up and maintain a tremendous Navy of the
kind they want our envious rivals are golng to come over here and
gmash our primacy in the world. This sort of people really believe
in the peace of the big stick, and they are at heart admirers of mili-
tary glory. Here 1 would say that there is little or no difference be-
tween the administration program and that voted by the committee.
About the only important difference is that the former would now
commit us to a nine-year building program, whereas the latter con-
tents Itself with a three-year program that represents about all that
could be done within three years under the nine-year program. The
big and wasteful navy advocates have won, despite the camouflage that
they have been tamed by public opinion,

INTERNATIONAL COOD WILL

In my opinion, this is no time for the United States to flaunt its
overshadowing power by engaging in a navy-building enterprise that
will fill the world with ill will and ecrush reviving economic strength
under a burden of taxation. Our influence should be all in favor of
international good will and the elimination of war. No natlon or group
of nations in the world would dream of attacking us or risking our
wrath in the present condition of things. They can't afford war.
The approximate indebtedness of England is $37,200,000,000; the
United States, $18,284,000,000; France and her colonies, $12,872.-
000,000 ; Italy, $4,942,000,000; and Japan, $2,500,000,000—making a
total of nearly $76,000,000,000 for the five major nations of the world,
most of which is the terrible toll caused by war. Another war in the
near future wonld ruin our rivals. No matter how much they may
dislike us, all want peace.

The foundation of the favored naval legislation calling for 15 cruisers
rests upon the assumption that England has far greater cruiser strength
than the United States, when, in truth, according to the fizures given
me, if a proper allocation !s made, the United States has 99,924 more
tons of cruiser strength than England.

Many students of the Geneva conference are of the opinion that an
agreement could have been reached if the United States had agreed to
put 6-inch guns on the new type of cruiser desired. However, when 1t
is known that the Navy kept Admiral Jones in England off and on for a
period of two years in conference with certain naval officers and that all
naval officers are against the reduction of ships, it can be easily under-
stood why the disarmament conference at Geneva was the most success-
fully concluded of any ever held, from the standpoint of the officers in
the Navy.

The naval programs so warmly advocated are really the product of the
officers of the Navy and the present administration.

Congressman BrAND, of Ohio, in a speech made in the House of Rep-
resentatives a few days ago, stated that 40 per cent of the laboring
people in the United States at the present time are idle. According to
statistics, the combined shipbuilding companies in the United States
during the year 1927 turned out only 124,000 tons, in comparison with
1,225,800 tons built by England and Ireland, thus showing that England
is keeping up her merchant marine, which, after all, is the most impor-
tant adjunct to a navy in time of war. This bill represents a heroie
effort to stimulate a serious depression in shipbuilding activities. Con-
gressman Braxp, of Virginia, on March 16, said: “ I want to call your
attention to the fact that the prf¥ate yards of this country are trembling
on the border of absolute dissolution and starvation,”

There are nearly 600 naval officers in Washington and they want not
only a powerful navy but a magnificent one. They want great battle-
ships and majestic cruisers that are better than those types in any other
navy. Being human, they are probably thinking not a liftle of their
own comfort and prestige as the men who have to live in our fighting
ships and show the flag abroad.

In the third place, 1 am unalterably opposed to the big-Navy pro-
gram because it is navally erroneous and obsolete. The kind of a Navy
it contemplates can not defend our coasts or earry war to the enemy.
It is not a grim fighting Navy, but a showy peace Navy.

Submarines and aircraft ave the decisive weapons of modern naval
warfare. With sufficient submarines we could shut off the wvital sup-
plies of any natlon that dares to engage us in war. We could block
the ocean lanes of commerce and close their harbors at home. With
sufficient seaplanes we could make it impossible for any surface craft
to approach our shores. 1If our big-Navy men are sincere, they ought
to give ns plenty of submarines and flocks of airplanes; but submarines
are not pleasant living quarters, and crouching in the cockpit of a
fighting plane iz not so comfortable as a stroll on the quarterdeck of a
great cruiser. To carry the war to enemy submarines, let us commis-
sion the 150 destroyers that are tied up at Philadelphia and San Diego,
and scrap a lot of the ships that progress has madoe obsolete.

The best use we can make of our huge battleships is to make them
airplane bases. I favor spending $18,000,000 to make every one of
these 18 ships a carrier of bombing planes. That would be equivalent
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to extending the range of their guns to 200 miles; it would make them
effective for modern warfare. That is far Dbetter than spending
£19,000,000 each or more on exclusive plane earriers, and a hundred
millions to elevate the guns of the battleships.

Hvery competent witness appearing under oath before the various
alrcraft committees of Congress has sald that no nation can land an
army on our ghores as long as we have superior aireraft facilities.
Therefore it would seem that the wisest policy for this Nation to pursue
at the present time is to take care of its internal problems, such as
flood control and the stimulation of agricultural pursuits, rather than
to waste the taxpayers’ money in the construction of a type of ship
that probably would not be utilized in another war.

I am against the proposed big Navy because though it may be big it
will be weak, because it will promote the war spirit without making
for success in war, and because we can make ourselves invulnerable

nd insure our prosperity so far as international conflicts may affect it,
reduce the terrible burden of taxation for military purposes, and get a
more formidable Navy for far less money,

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.
Drang, for an indefinite time, on account of important
business. .

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message, in writing, from the President of the United
States was presented to the House of Representatives by Mr.
Latta, one of his secretaries, who also announced that on the
following dates the President had approved and signed bills of
the following titles:

On April 4, 1928 :

H. R.9831. An act authorizing J. E. Turner, his heirs, legal
representatives, or assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate
a I'Jiridge across the Ocmulgee River at or near Fitzgerald, Ga.;
an

H. R. 12245. An act to amend the War Finance Corporation
act, approved April 5, 1918, as amended.

On April 5, 1928:

H. R.9663. An act authorizing Herman Simmonds, jr., his
heirs, legal representatives, and assigns, to construet, maintain,
and operate a bridge across Tampa Bay from Pinellas Point,
Pinellas County, to Piney Point, Manatee County, Fla.

On April 6, 1928

H. R. 9020. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to estab-
lish a Code of Law for the District of Columbia,” approved
March 3, 1901, and the acts amendatory thereof and supple-
mentary thereto.

On April 9, 1928 :

H. R. 4115. An act for the relief of Winfield Scott ;

H. R. 4116. An act for the relief of W. Laurence Hazard ;

_ H.R.4117. An act for the relief of Harriet K. Carey ;

H. R, 7472. An act to grant to the town of Cicero, Cook
County, Ill., an easement over certain Government property ;
and

H. R. 11140. An act to provide for the inspection of the battle
field of Kings Mountain, S. C.

On April 10, 1928:

IH. R. 3460. An act for the relief of George A. Winslow ;

H. R. 5495. An act to provide for cooperation by the Smith-
sonian Institution with State, educational, and scientific organi-
zations in the United States for continuing ethnological re-
searches on the American Indians;

H. R. 142. An act to add certain lands to the Idaho National
Forest, Idaho;

H. R. 144. An act to add certain lands to the Challis and Saw-
tooth National Forests, Idaho;

H. R. 6056. An act to provide for addition of certain land to
the Challis National Forest;

H. R. 9137. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Highway Department of the State of Tennessee to construct a
bridge across the Cumberland River on the projected State
highway between Lebanon and Hartsville and Gallatin near
Hunters Point, in Wilson and Trousdale Counties, Tenn, ;

H. R.9144. An act to provide for the conveyance of certain
lands in the State of Wisconsin for State park purposes;

H. R. 9147. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Highway Department of the State of Tennessee to construect,
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Tennessee River on
the Jasper-Chattanooga road in Marion County, Tenn. ;

H. R. 9197. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Highway Department of the State of Tennessee to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Tennessee River on
the Knoxville-Maryville road in Knox County, Tenn, ;

H. R. 9198. An act granting the consént of Congress to the
Highway Departmment of the State of Tennessee to construet a
bridge across the Tennessee River on the Paris-Dover road in
Henry and Stewart Counties, Tenn. ;
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H.R.9199. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Highway Department of the State of Tennessee to construct a
bridge across the Cumberland River on the Dover-Clarksville
road in Stewart County, Tenn.;

H. R. 9583." An sct authorizing the reporting to the Congrese
of certain claims and demands asserted against the United
States; and

H. J. Res. 215. Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to accept a gift of certain lands in Clayton County,
Iowa, for the purposes of the upper Mississippi River wild life
and fish refuge act.

LEAVE TO FILE MINORITY VIEWS ON FARM RELIEF LEGISLATION

Mr. FORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that I
may have during the remainder of the week in which to file
minority views on the bill H. R. 12687, the farm relief bill
_There is no objection to this on the part of the committee.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

REGIONAL ORGANIZATION OF VETERANS' BUREAU

Mr. GARBER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp on regional organization in
the Veterans' Burean.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARBER. Mr. Speaker, prior to the establishment of
the Veterans’ Bureau in August, 1921, and for a few months
thereafter, all compensation claims were handled here in Wash-
ington—a practice which proved not only expensive and un-
satisfactory but inefficient as well. With the act of 1921, cases
were decentralized to fourteen district offices throughout the
United States with suboffices, the district offices, however,
having sole power to adjudicate claims. The World War vet-
erans’ act of June 7, 1924, authorized further decentralization to
regional offices and gave them power of adjudication, a system
now operating through 54 offices throughout the United States.

As evidence of the practicability of the system, I wish to
insert in the Recorp a letter from Maj. Harry Gilstrap, regional
manager of the United States Veterans' Bureau at Oklahoma
City, whose services in that capacity since its establishment
have won for him national recognition. The personal experi-
ences of Major Gilstrap eminently qualify him for the position
he now holds. Before our entrance into the war he served as
captain of the First Infantry of the Oklahoma National Guard,
entering the Federal service in -March, 1917. A year later he
was promoted to the rank of major of Infantry, serving over-
seas from July 81, 1918, to April 5, 1919. He now holds the
rank of major in the Infantry Reserve. Major Gilstrap has the
confidence and respect not only of the Oklahoma claimants with
whom he comes in direet contact but of veterans and their
friends throughout the country, for they recognize that he is in
reality one of them, eager to give them every possible assist-
ance, a man whose sympathy and understanding can be relied
upon. He has the ability to efficiently discharge the duties of
his office and the wisdom and the courage to strike at the heart
of the problem, the rehabilitation of the Nation’s manhood.

UNITED STATES VETERANS’ BUREAU,
OFFICE OF REGIONAL MANAGER,
Oklahoma City, Okla., April 6, 1928,
Hon. M. C. GARBER,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. A

My Dear Mer. GArBER: In a letter addressed by the Director of the
Veterans' Bureau to all regional managers under date of December
23, 1027, there was contained an admirable statement of the purposes
and responsibilities of the burean and of the importance of proper
attention to claimants and of the necessity of so handling the work
of the bureau as to make for the burean friends of all those dealing
with the bureau through its various activities. Among the other apt
statements of policy contained in the letter referred to were the
following :

“We must so conduct the business of the bureau as to satisfy the
Congress that its provisions are being strictly complied with, and all
potential recipients of its appropriations, either of money, of insurance
benefits, or of medical and surgical care, are given patient and sym-
pathetie attention, Without this, our work will fail * * * Mani-
festly, Government agencies dealing with the public and with the vet-
eran are unable to make expenditures for the purposes of establishing
good will or making friends, so it is necessary that this be accomplished
by giving to those dealing with the bureaun through its various activi-
ties, that type of service which, in the rendering, will bring greater
confidence, nmke friends, and continue to hold them."

I feel sure that it will be a matter of interest to you to have defi-
nite information and evidence tending to show in what degree the
regional office of the burean in Oklahoma is succeeding in gaining
confidence for the bureau and in making and holding friends for the
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bureaun through a careful observanee of the polley outlined in the
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foregoing quotation. It is the purpose of this communication, there-
fore, to submit a showing that will tend to show that the Oklahoma
City regional office is in fact giving patient and sympathetic attention
to all potential benmeficiaries of the burean, and also that this office
is making for the bureau friends out of the claimants, the veterans'
and welfare organizations, and the public generally.

To propetly evaluate what has been accomplished In the way of
establishing the bureau in the confidence of the veterans of this State,.
it may be well to note the feeling that existed toward field activities
of the Veterans' Bureau prlor to the establishing of the regilonal office
at Oklahoma City. The department convention of the American Legion
which was held at Bartlesville on September 14, 1922, adopted Lhe
following resolution without a dissenting vote:

“The Veterans' Bureau work in this district ls characterized by
delay, inefficiency, and a lack of sympathy. 7The policy seems to be to
hinder, rather than to help, disabled men in establishing their claims.
It is next to impossible to secure intelligent answers to appeals for
information. Awards of compensation are reduced or discontinued
without examination. Officers in positions of authority seem imbued
more with the idea of saving money to the Government than extending
aid to worthy disabled veterans. In selecting places for the hospitaliza-
tion and vocational training of our disabled veterans there is too often
an apparent consideration of building up Texas institutions rather than
giving thought to the comfort, convenlence, welfare, and morale of
the men whose interests should be paramount. It seems to be a fixed
policy that in case of doubt the decision should always be adverse to
the disabled soldier, The officials of the district seem incapable of
recognizing the emergency character of some cases or else unwilling
to cut red tape and eliminate the delay that may endanger health and
life.

“At our last department convention, 8. P. Kohen was present as the
representative of the Dallas office of the bureau and gave every promise
of cooperation and improved service. These assurances have not been
fulfilled. The decentralization of cases from the central office has
been attended by delay, confusion, and endless ‘passing of the buck.
We believe that 8. C. Kile and 8. P. Kohen are in a great degree re-
sponsible for the conditions of inefficlency and eriminal neglect in this
district, and we demand their removal in the interest of our disabled
comrades. The conditions within the two suboffices within the State
are unsatisfactory, whether as a matter of weakness, indifference, or
a lack of authority, or all. If they fail in their obligations to dis-
abled veterans through lack of courage to defy red-tape methods, if they
are more concerned about holding their jobs than about ministering
on behalf of the Government to the human wreckage of the World
War, they are wholly unfit for the duties assigned to them. We insist
upon an immediate and thorough investigation of the conditions named,
and all others, with a view to fixing the responsibility and eliminating
those who are responsible for the objectionable eonditions and replacing
them with men who will administer the law in the spirit in which
the country desires it administered. We trust that such investigation
will not be of the perfunctory sort that has been had when the four-
teenth district officials have been permitted to investigate themselves,
and we pledge the American Legion to give full cooperation in deter-
mining conditions and in finding and applying the remedy.”

It will be noted that the foregoing indictment indicates a condition
of affairs and a type of service on the part of bureau activities in this
State which was the very opposite of that which i{s enjoined upon
regional managers by the director's letter of December 23, 1927, as the
standard to be attained.

In 1923 the department convention of the Legion was held at Lawton
on September 20 and 21. At this convention a resolution was pre-
sented from the floor of the convention and adopted, the resolution
criticizing the administration of the district office, and particularly
the district manager and the chief of claims. I have not been able
to get the exact text of this resolution, but its purport is a matter of
record in central office.

The 1924 department convention was held at Ada. I have not been
able to secure the record of this convention as to the resolution
adopted.

The 1925 department convention, held at Pawhuska, was the first to
be held after this office began to function as a regional office. At this
convention on September B, 1925, the following resolution was adopted :

“We most heartily approve the organization plan by which the
Veterans' Burean has established a department within this State, and
we desire to express our satisfaction and appreciation of the thorough
and efficient manner in which Maj. H. B. Gilstrap and his corps of
officers have discharged their full doties in administering the affairs of
the burean in this State.”

It is evident that in less than a year of existence the regional offica
had so won the confidence of the Legion that its official expression
was practically the opposite of the estimate of two and three years
before as to the work of the bureau in this State and distriet, That
this favorable opinion continued to represent the sentiment of the
American Legion in Oklahoma is shown by the adoption of the following




6234

resolution at the 1926 convention of the Legion at Ardmore on Sep.
tember T:

“ Whereas the first problem and care of the American Legion is the
care of our gick and disabled comrades; and

“ Whereas the United States Veterans' Bureau at Oklahoma City,
Hospital No. 90 at Muskogee, and the Sulphur Sanitorlum at Sulphur,
are the mediaries through which our sick and disabled are cared for;
and

* Wherecas the management of these institutions has shown such
high-grade efficiency, sympathy, and kindly feeling toward the disabled
veterans ;: Therefore be it

“ Resolved, That the American Leglon, in econventlon assembled, go
on record as thanking Maj, Harry Gilstrap and his corps of workers of
the United States Veterans' Bureau, Col, Hugh Scott and his corps of
agsistants of the Memorial Hospital, Doctor Wharton of the Sulphur
Sanitorium and his efficient staff, for their untiring efforts, sympathy,
and eare given our sick and disabled comrades; be it further

“ Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be sent to Maj. Harry
Gllstrap, Col. Hugh B8cott, Doctor Wharton, and a copy to the post
commander of the post at Muskogee, and a copy mailed to the press
of each of the cities mentioned.”

The 1927 department convention of the Legion was held at Guthrie
on August 7, B, and 9, and the attitude of the department toward the
United States Veterans' Bureau was expressed in the following extract
from the annual report of the department commander :

“ Inasmuch as two department conventions and several district con-
ventions of the American Legion had expressed by appropriate resoin-
tions their confidence in the management of the Oklahoma City office of
the Veterans' Bureau and their approval of the manner in which that
office was serving the disabled veterans and thelr dependents, it was
deemed best that local posts and individual claimants and their friends
ghould handle their Veterans' Bureau problems by direct contact with
the regional office. Buch a plan would eliminate a duplication of work
and unnecessary delay and would relieve the department headquarters of
a great deal of correspondence. Accordingly, the Legion posts were
requested through tbe Oklahoma Legionnaire, last fall to take vp
matters relating to compensation, hospitalization, and other bureau
matters direct with the Oklahoma City office, with the assurance, how-
ever, that department headquarters would stand ready to assist If
prompt and satisfactory results were not obtained. In this way depart-
ment headquarters has been relieved of moch work, information on
bureau caseés has been furnished more promptly, and complaints have
been negligible, There are doubtless still many veterans with valid
claims for compensation or with real need of bospitalization or medical
treatment who are hesitating to contact the bureau beciuse of past un-
satisfactory experience or unfavorable reports. To all such the Okla-
homa Legion would say, ‘ Take a chance on the Veterans' Burean., You
will receive prompt and courtcous treatment and every benefit to which
you are entitled under the law.! It is my observation, beginning long
prior to my term of office, and my deliberate judgment, that the local
regional office here, under the direction of Comrade Harry B. Gilstrap,
has an administration extraordinarily able, and is, I believe, the best-
managed office of its kind in the country.”

Several district conventions, as stated by the department commander
in the foregoing quotations, have adopted similar commendatory resolu-
tions. All of these expressions have been entirely voluntary and
without suggestion or assistance from the regional manager or any
other representative of the regional office. They represent the real
attitude of the American Legion in Oklahoma as to the service being
rendered by the Veterans' Bureau in this State. Individual expressions
from the several department commanders of the Legion will be referred
to later.

The most recent action of Legilon representatives as showing the
attitude of the Legion in Oklahoma toward the regional office was taken
at a State conference of Legion officials at Oklahoma City on December
5, 1927. This was a gathering to which every one of the two hundred
and fifty-odd posts of the Leglon in Oklahoma was asked to send its
post commander, post adjutant, and post service officer. The con-
ference was also attended by the department officers of the Legion and
the auxiliary. Aeccordingly, it was a very representative gathering.
National Commander Spafford, of the Legion, was present, and his
making this official visit tended to bring out a large attendance. The
following resolution was offered by Past Department Commander Roy
Hoffman :

“Whereas we note with satisfaction the apparently universal ap-
proval of the work of the Oklahoma City regional office of the United
States Veterans' Bureau on the part of the veterans and their dependents
and friends, the Legion posts, the press, and the public generally; and

“ Whereas this approval has been brought about, not by any sacrifice
of the regular prescribed procedure, but, rather, by courtesy in contact
with claimants, promptness in the handling of inguiries, thoroughness
in examinations, earefulness in ratings, and clearness in the application
of regulations and rating schedules; and

* Whereas the Veterans' Bureau in Oklahoma, has come to be re-
garded as the sympathetic friend and helper of the disabled veteran in-
stead of an agency bent upon finding a way to deny him that which
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Congress sought to give him, the policy of the regional office being a
correct interpretation of the gpirit and purpose of our laws; and

* Whereas we believe that the zeal of the regional manager in assist-
ing veterans iz due to a genuine sympathy, born of long experience in
studying their needs, and not to any apparent purpose of seeking popu-
larity for selfish ends; and i

* Whereas the exceptional morale and teamwork among the person-
nel of the regional office s an evidence of efficient administration and
is an invaluable aid to the rendering of good service: Therefore be it

“ Resolved, That the representatives of the American Legion posts
in Oklahoma express their confidence that the regional manager of the
Oklahoma City office has never sought to exercise undue or improper
influence upon the rating boards in an effort to secure ratings for
claimants, and that he should not be restricted in any way with ref-
erence to his privilege of presenting to such boards any faets or argu-
ments when he is requested so to do by clalmants and their friends;
and be it further

“ Regolved, That it is the belief of this conference that in every
regional office there should be maintalned a cooperation sectlon in which
the personnel may be independent of the adjudication activities of the
office to the extent that such personnel may be in a position to_act as
attorneys for claimants in the preparation and presentation of claims
and may be in a position to challenge the correctness of any action taken
which may seem to do injustice to claimants; and be it further

“ Resolved, That this conference recommends that the cooperation sec-
tion, formerly functioning directly under the regional manager for the
purpose of assisting claimants, shall be taken from the adjudication
division, so that the contact workers in this cooperation service will not
be hampered or embarrassed In thelr efforts to assist claimants.”

A motion to adopt the resolution was made by A. L. Allison, of Tulsa,
member of the national executive committee of the Legion ; seconded by
Hugh Askew, of Enid, adjutant of Argonne Post; adopted by unanimous
vote.

This resolution, adopted nearly three weeks before the issuing of the
director's regional manager letter of December 23, gives credit to the
Oklahoma City regional office for dolng exactly the type of work out-
lined in the director's letter,

The files of this office contain many letters from Members of the
Oklahoma congressional delegation, from representatives of posts of
the American Legion and other organizations, and from individual
claimants, all expressing satisfaction with the service being rendered
by the regional office. Most of these letters were written in connection
with individual cases and are therefore in claims files and are not
available for ready reference, not having been copied or indexed, but
instead being filed as part of routine correspondence. There are, how-
ever, a number of letters that are available without searching, and
extracts from some of these are given herewith as showing the favorable
reaction to the service being rendered by this office.

Jim Hatcher, department commander of the Legion in 102425, in
a letter to the regional manager, dated June 29, 1925, sald :

“1 have been over the State in different sectioms, following claims
and rating board around. I have heard nothing but words of praise
and good words for you and your bureau.

“ The boys over on the eastern side sure do like your way of running
the Veterans' Bureau. When I hear these good things about you I
like for you to now it.”

Later in the year, as Commander Hatcher was retiring from office,
he again wrote under date of September 30, 1925, as follows :

“1 thank you for your kind letter of September 26. Such kind
words as these are the salary and reminiscences of department com-
mander. I can truthfully say that you gave us fine cooperation, and
without the cooperative spirlt shown the American Legion it could
never have done what it did.

“You have been a filne legionnaire and have shown that your heart
and soul were for the sick and disabled.”

Bob Kerr, department commander in 1925-26, said in a letter dated
February 3, 1926:

“ The Legion is with you, for you, and will always stand by you."

Roy Hoffman, department commander in 1926-27, in his annual report
to the department convention at Guthrie August 9, 1927, paid a tribute
to the regional office which has already been quoted.

Hon. R. L. Owen, then United States Senator, under date of January
17, 1925, sald In a letter to the regional manager :

“1 am pleased to know that the work of the Oklahoma City
office is functioning so well.”

Hon. ELMER THOMAS, formerly Congressman from the sixth
now United States Senator, wrote under daté of May 11, 1925

“T1 am delighted to know that my district has been cleaned up so
well and that there are less than 100 ex-service men who have mnot
been reached and entirely satisfied through the activities cf your
burean.

“1 assure you that T am well pleased with the service received and
the consideration given the boys whom I have been privileged to present
for your consideration.”

Under date of July 1, 1928, Benator W. B. PiNg wrote to the
reglonal manager as follows:

regifmal

district,
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“Your plan of going into the several counties and reaching those
veterans and dependents who do not know their rights under the law
is good work, and I believe that it should be continued.

“My work on the Military Affairs Committee brings me in contact
with Civil and Spanigh-American War cases. We are far removed from

““the close of these wars, nnd exact facts in connection with service
records are hard to establish., It is plain to me that now is the time
to clear up the records and establish the rights of World War veterans
and their dependents,"

Hen, E. B. Howarp, Representative from the first congressional dis-
trict, wrote under date of January 17, 1925:

“It is a great rellef to me to know that your office is now in posi-
tion to act on claims of Okldhoma men, I um also delighted to know
that you are in charge of the office there, and feel sure that the boys
will have no complaints to make of the treatment given tim by your
office,"

Hon, W. W. HasTixgs, Representative from the second congressional
district, wrote under date of April 17, 1925:

“1 am very much interested in the plans you outlined and believe
that if such authority were granted that it would enable your bureau
to give more correct rating for all claimants for compensation and
would atso result in a much better feeling on the part of ex-service men
toward the Veterang Bureau and the Government.”

Hon. C. D. Carter, then Representative from the third congressional
district, wrote under date of May 1, 1925

“1 wish to congratulate you upon this good work and assure you
of my hearty cooperation in bringing these matters to a speedy con-
clusion,”

Hon, Tosm D. McKeows, Representative from the fourth congres-
sional district, wrote under date of October 24, 1927 :
~ “Permit me to express my slncere appreciatlon to you and your
department for the splendid work you are doing for my boys in the
fourth district. I wish to take this opportunity before going back to
Washington to express my thanks for this splendid work, and any time
you are in Washington this winter I will be glad to see you.”

Hon. F. B. 8Bwaxgk, Representative from the fifth congressional dis-
trict, wrote under date of January 19, 1025:

1 am sure the establishment of this reglonal office, with you as the
regional manager, will be a great assistance to our soldiers in Okla-
homa."

Hon. J. V. McCrixtic, Representative from the seventh congressional
district, wrote under date of December 21, 1925 ;

“1 am very appreciative of the pains you have always taken in look-
ing after the cases coming from the seventh district, and I hope it
will not be necessary to bother you in the very mear future.”

Hon., M. G. Gamrper, Representative from the eighth congressional
district, wrote under date of January 19, 1925:

“Tt should be a source of constant satisfaction to you to know in
what high regard you are held by your country as well as by all these
boys in whose behalf you are expending jour efforts. We are under
great obligations to these boys who gave 8o freely and so cheerfully
when their country called, and it is an obligation toward the meeting
of which the effective functioning of the Veterans' Bureau is a big
gtep. Oklahoma is to be congratulated upon having at her command
the services of a man of your character and proven ability.”

Under date of Augnst 13, 1927, Congressman GARBER again wrote
to the regional manager as follows:

“ Oklahoma veterans ave very fortunate Indeed in having at the
head of their bureau a man who i8 so genuinely interested in their
problems and who is capable of administering the law in a sympathetie,
intelligent manner."

Mrs. M. L. Opperud, department president of the American Leglon
Auxiliary for 1927, wrote under date of April 29, 1927 :

“ Certainly want to thank you for the address you gave at the
recent conference in Oklahoma City in honor of Mre. Adalin W.
Macanley, our national president.

“1 feel sure that Mrs. Macauley was favorably impressed with the
work of the Veterans’ Bureau in this department,

“ Please call on the American Legion Auxiliary if we can be of any
assistance to yon in your work™

David J. Wenner, liaison officer of the D. A. V. W.
Tubercular Sanitorium at Sulpbhur, wrote,
24, 1927:

“1It is with the greatest of pleasurs that I have this opportunity to
offcr to you and to all of the employees of the bureau at your office a
most sincere wish for a truly merry Christmas and a most happy
New Year on behalf of the patients at this hospital.

“Also I wish to express our appreciation of the spirit of coopera-
tion and helpfulness that you and your office have shown to all of us
throughout the past 12 months.”

M. R. Harrison, chairman of the soldiers’ rellef commission, wrote
under date of February 14, 1925:

“1, on behalf of the commission, want to express our sincere thanks
and appreciation of the wonderful service rendered the Commission
and the disabled soldiers of  the Soldiers’ Tubercular Hospital at
Bulphur in our little upheaval just past, and I want you to know that
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we deeply appreciate further the kind of a man you gave us in Doctor
Rhodes, one of the flnest men I believe I have ever met, and, as I
told the doctor, a *real pinch hitter.'"”

This office has a collection of mnearly 1,000 newspaper clippings,
ranging from a single paragraph to a full-page illustrated story in the
Sunday Oklahoman, all presenting in a commendatory way the work
done by the Veterans’ Bureau in Oklahoma through the Oklahoma City
regional office.

The foregoing quotations are only samples of the complimentary
utterances concerning our work in Oklahoma. There have been many
other expressions equally favorable, but it iz believed that the evidence
that has been submitted herein will show that this office is rendering
service in strict accordance with the high standard outlined in the
director's letter of December 23, 1927,

Very truly yours,
H. B. GILSTRAP,
Regional Manager, Oklahoma City, Okla.

ERADICATION OF EUROPEAN CORN RBORER

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 12632)
;Jn provide for the eradication or control of the European corn

Orer.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa calls up the bill
H. R. 12632, which is on the Union Calendar. The House will
automatically resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union, and the gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. KErcaawm, will take the chair.

Acoerdingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration
of the bill H. R. 12632, with Mr. KErcaAx in the chair.

The Clerk reported the title of the bill.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. PURNELL].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana is recognized
for one hour.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I ask to be
recognized in control of the time in opposition to this bill if no
member of the committee opposes it.

The CHAIRMAN. Is any member of the committee opposed
to the bill? If not, the gentleman from Washington will be
recognized to control time in epposition to the bill. |

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House,
the purpose of this bill, which authorizes, if passed, an appro-
priation of $7,000,000 to be expended by the Department of
Agriculture under certain limitations set up in the bill, is to|
carry on for another year the campaign against the European
corn borer. In order that the membership of the House may
have some further information as to what was done with the
$10,000,000 which was appropriated by Congress last year and
used in connection with the corn-borer campaign, 1 have set out |
in the report which I have filed with this bill and incorporate’
here a brief summary of those expenditures:

Corn-borer clean-up appropriation, 1927-28—Erpenditures to March 31,
1928

Salaries in Washington o 77, 660. 04
Salarles in the field 22, 954, 25 .
Wages (inspectors, laborers, etc.) 1, 198, 089. 49

Total, personal services_ . ___________ 1, 598, 003. T8
Suppllies and materials (stationery, gasoline, oil, ete.) - 394 140. 52
Communication gervice (telephone and telegrap’l ______ 8 562, 46
Travel expenses (transportation and subsistence) ______ 161, 344. T4

Printing and photograpbilng . . ____________ 6, 001. 75

Transportation of thinge . _______ 17, 496. 71
Storage of motor vehicles____ = 4, 217.18
Advertising and publication of notices_______________ 56, 08
Heat, light, power, water, and electricity ——— - ___ 4, 043, 54
Rents, buildings, land, ete 26, 337. 156
Repalrs and alterations to buildings and machinery 123, 415. 89
Migcellaneons eXpPenBeB . o e e 243. 24

4, 251, 636,
2. 804, 040,

Reimbursement to farmers

Equipment (machinery, furniture, automnblles, ete, }:_:_ 92

8, 990, 4G1. 82

Uriexpended thalnpee o il e e T 1, 009, 538, 18

Total of appropriation 10, 000, 000, 00

Against the nonexpended balance of . ____ _________ ___ L 1 001 D8, 18

There are liabilities amounting t0— - o __ 156, 194. 78
Unobligated balance (including $153, 250 held in

Beeretary's office unallotted) _________________ 853, 343. 40

The bill as I introduced it this year authorized an appro-
priation of §10,000,000, a like sum to that carried last year, but
in view of the fact that we still have intact and in good condi-
tion in the neighborhood of $2,000,000 worth of machinery
which was purchased last year, and in view of the further fact
that there is in round numbers a million dollars left of that
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fund, the committee in its wisdom reduced the amount to
$7,000,000 authorized in the bill.

Two important provisos are added to this bill which were
not earried in the bill of last year. One of those provisos reads
as follows:

Provided, That no part of the appropriation herein authorized shall
be expended for the purchase of new machinery unless the Secretary of
Agriculture deems such expenditure necessary by reason of an emer-
gency, and in such case an amount not to exceed 1 per cent may be so
expended.

The purpose of that, of course, is to meet the fear which arose
in the minds of many Members of Congress and throughout the
country that there wounld be additional and unwarranted ex-
penditures for machinery. The second proviso, which is of
importance and new in this particular bill, is as follows:

Provided further, That an amount not to exceed 9 per cent of the
appropriation herein authorized may be expended for the employment of
persons and means in the Distriet of Columbia and elsewhere and all
other necessary expenses other than necessary expenses for farm clean-up
incldental to such eradication or control.

In other words, not more than 1 per cent is to be expended in
any event for farm machinery, and not more than 9 per cent
is to be expended for what may be termed overhead expenses,
leaving a balance of 90 per cent which is to be used for reim-
bursement to farmers who do work in connection with this
clean-up campaign, which is not incident to regular farm
practices. ;

Now, let me say, gentlemen, in the beginning, that the vital
question at issue in this whole matter before the committee and
before the House is the expenditure of the 90 per ceat of this
appropriation, which, as I say, goes to the individual farmers
in and along the periphery of this infested area for such work
as they may do which is regarded as extra in addition to their
regular farm practices and not usnally done by thrifty farmers
in connection with their farming operations. It is the position
taken by our committee; also by the farm organizations of the
country, and the interests in the Middle West, particularly in
the Corn Belt, which is threatened by the corn borer, that if
these farmers on the edge of the infested area are called upon
to conduct unusual and unnecessary clean-up campaigns in con-
nection with the holding back of this pest, which not only
threatens the Corn Belt but the livestock industry and agri-
culture itself, they shall be reimbursed out of the Federal
Treasury for that work which is extra and which they would
not otherwise do. In other words, we feel that they should be
reimbursed for doing that which is not done down in the sec-
tions not affected by the corn borer, if by so doing they hold
the borer in check. In other words, we regard this as a national
rather than a local problem. Recognizing the menace of the
corn borer and the threat which it holds not only over the
Corn Belt but the livestock industry and agriculture itself, we
feel that out of the Treasury should come this extra pay for this
extra labor which they otherwise would not be called upon to
do and would not do.

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. LINTHICUM. What is the technical work against the
corn borer? It is quite a lot of money you are asking for.

Mr. PURNELL. It seems quite a lot of money. Last year
there was expended over $4,000,000 in reimbursement to the
farmers in this infested area, who, under the direction of the
Department of Agriculture and in cooperation with the States,
cleaned up their barnyards, their fields, and their fence rows,
so that all possible places of hibernation might be destroyed.
In many instances with their wives and children they picked
up these cornstalks in baskets by hand and burned them, so
that no hiding place for the corn borer should be left on the
farms in the areas which were to be cleaned up. It was the
only way by which the spread could be retarded. Does that
answer the gentleman's question?

Mr, LINTHICUM, I know very little about it. Of course,
I would like to know more about it. The only way this pest
is conveyed is by these old cornstalks? Is that correct?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes. I think the only possible opposition
to this bill may be in sections where they use products of the
corn. It does not come from the farmers themselves. The
corn borer came over to this country in 1916 or perhaps a little
earlier. It came over in a shipment of broom corn, presumably
from Austria. From that shipment of broom corn containing
a small quantity of corn borers we have seen grow and de-
velop hundreds of millions of corn borers. They spread west-
ward and destroyed almost in toto the corn erop in Canada
north of Lake Erie. Those corn borers found their way, when
in the moth stage, across Lake Erie, and infested the border
line south of Lake Hrie in the United States. Marked moths
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have been known to fly as far as 25 miles. It is assumed
that they fly farther than that.

The moth lays her eggs under the leaf of the growing corn,
and within a few days, perhaps five or six, they hatch into
active and hungry corn borers. The female moth deposits 40
or 50 eggs at a time, The borer first feeds on the leaf of the
corn and as soon as it is strong enough goes into the stalk.
When they have reached the corn-borer stage they live in that
form throughout the winter. I have been told on good author-
ity that they can survive in a cake of ice. They can survive in
the water. I think they have been soaked for perhaps more
than 80 hours in a saturated salt solution and still came out
alive. They live in these cornstalks throughout the winter. In
the spring time they emerge in the form of a moth and lay
their eggs'and raise a new crop.

Mr. ALMON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. ALMON. Do they live in the stalk, and do they cause
the stalk to die by boring into the stalk?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes. Of course, it requires more than one
or two borers to produce commercial damage. The question is,
What is commercial damage? It is a mooted question. The
State entomologist from my own State, Mr, Frank N, Wallace,
for whose opinion I have the very highest regard, made the
statement before our committee that 1 per cent infestation pro-
duces commercial damage. Ten or twelve corn borers in a stalk
will not only produce commerclal damage but will destroy it.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. GREEN. In what stage do they attack the stalk—before
the ear is set or afterwards?

Mr. PURNELL. Before the ear is set.

Now, as I said a moment ago, we have $2,000,000 of machinery,
in round figures, and we have approximately a million dollars
left of the §10,000,000 appropriated last year, and the committee
felt that for the purpose of carrying on this clean-up campaign
for another year $7,000,000 would be sufficient,

Let me say here, lest I forget it, that this is not to be a
continuing policy. This policy of paying farmers for the extra
labor done on their farms is, in a sense, a new one, but until
the farmers in the infested area and on the border of infesta-
tion ean be taught how to combat the corn borer, how to adapt
themselves to new methods of farming, new methods of diversi-
flecation and new methods of clean-up, we in the Agricunltural
Committee of the House felt that we ought to assist them at
least one more year in bringing about this change. :

Mr. MILLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. MILLER. In this clean-up you speak of, what becomes
of the rubbish? Is it burned or how is it destroyed?

Mr. PURNELL. Most of it is burned. Some new machinery
has been invented which cuts the stalks down very close to the
ground, but most of it is burned and, of course, a great deal of
the stalks are plowed under.

Mr. MILLER. Just another question. A great deal of corn
in the Central West, used in connection with cattle raising, is
what they call shock corn, which is cut up and fed to livestock.
Is all of that rubbish cleaned up and are all of the stalks in
the fields where that corn is cut eradicated?

Mr. PURNELL. If they are within this particular area that
the Department of Agriculture and the State decides to clean
up, it is all taken out and burned, plowed under, or otherwise

destroyed.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. In the section the gentleman speaks
of is it not found necessary to clean up more than the corn
itself? Is it not necessary to destroy the stalk, because these
insects, or whatever they are, live in any kind of grain or vege-
tation that has a hollow stalk, so that they have to be cleaned
up in other places than in the corn itself—is not that true?

Mr. PURNELIL. It might be interesting to the Members of
the House to know that the corn borer will actually attack in
the neighborhood of 200 kinds of vegetation, but by a strange
coincidence in its make-up it seems to know how to select corn
and confines its operations almost exclusively to corn until the
corn is gone, Therein lies the threat to other sections of the
country. In addition to our great Corn Belt which we are try-
ing to protect, we are constantly under the threat that when
this corn borer passes on further, on to the Mississippi, the
Ohio, and the Wabash Rivers, it may be carried down even to
the sections of the South where cotton is raised. Of course, one
stalk of cotton ecan not hope to carry very long as many corn
borers as are frequently found on a stalk of corn. I might say
that stalks of corn in the infested area have been found to
contain as many as 200 corn borers,
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Mr. FLETCHER., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes. >

Mr. FLETCHER. Will the gentleman explain why so many
farmers are opposed to this appropriation?

Mr. PURNELL, The gentleman from Ohio asks me why so
many farmers are opposed to this appropriation, and I will say
this: My conviction is that there are not many farmers o)
to it. A few farmers, however, who live in the thinly infested
areas along the fringe, who have been ecalled upon to do work
that they regard as unnecessary, are objecting. I can see how
a man who lives on a thinly infested fringe of this area might
not be able to understand and see the wisdom of picking up
cornstalks and subjecting himself to certain regulations which
are imposed upon him by the Federal and State Governments.
But certainly in my section of the country, in Indiana, in Tli-
nois, in Towa, and in that section where they have no corn
borers, the farmers are not opposed to this. They will be very
happy, indeed, to have the good folks up in Ohio, in the north-
east corner of Indiana, and up in Michigan retard this pest, so
that it can not come upon us. :

Mr. FLETCHER. May I ask what justification the farmers
have for saying that by proper farming they can eradicate the
corn borer without this assistance from the State and Federal
Governments?

Mr. PURNELL. Well, I will say that some very good farm-
ers came before our committee from the gentleman's own State
and stated that by new and improved and clean methods of
farming they could take care of this clean-up campaign them-
selves; but herein lies the danger of that: A half dozen good
farmers on the edge of the infested area may carry on a proper
clean-up campaign, but their efforts will be wasted if 25 other
farmers in the same county who do not believe in it or who
are poor farmers will not make a like clean up. Certainly it
would not be fair for a few farmers in this infested fringe to
properly clean up their farms and have their neighbors on
adjoining farms do nothing. 'That would not result in retard-
ing the spread of the corn borer at all but leave the whole
program in a state of chaos.

Mr. THURSTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Alr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. THURSTON. The map displayed by the Member indi-
cates that there is a large area which is affected in Canada.
Will the gentleman explain the extent of the Canadian Gov-
ernment’s cooperation in this movement?

Mr. PURNELL. The whole trouble lies in the fact that the
Canadian Government did not take hold of this thing in time,
When the corn borer first appeared in Canada, for some un-
known reason which I am not able to explain, funds were not
available from the Canadian Government for a campaign
against the corn borer. The result was that it got away from
them and their entire corn crop in the area which lies north
of Lake Erie was entirely wiped out, and with it went the
hog industry. The hog business has absolutely been ruined
in that area as well as the corn industry.

Mr. CARSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. CARSS. Has the Department of Agriculture worked out
a successful method of combating this pest?

Mr. PURNELL. The Department of Agriculture did two
things. First, it carried on this clean-up campaign on the
edge of the infested areas.

Mr. CARSS. I merely wanted to know if this money is
required to carry on further experiments; in other words, are
not the efforts which they have made up to date in an experi-
mental state?

Mr. PURNELL. Of course, the whole thing is more or less
in an experimental state. Secondly, they are breeding in a
number of laboratories pests which they have imported from
Europe and which seek out the corn borer and destroy it.

Mr. TUCKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL., Yes.

AMr. TUCKER. Does this bill provide that officers of the
Government ean go on a man's farm, if they find this pest there,
and require him under this law to clean up?

Mr. PURNELL. The officer gives him an opportunity to do
it, and if it is not done by a certain time the Department of
Agriculture will do the cleaning itself and charge it up to hinu.

Mr. BUCHANAN. If the gentleman will permit, that is done,
of course, under State anthority.

Mr. PURNELL. That is true. That is all done under the
State law, but nevertheless it is done, You understand the
Federal Government and the State work in cooperation. A
maximum of $2 per acre was paid by the Government when the
individoal farmer cleaned his own land: If he did not clean it,
the Government had to go in and do it under State regulations
and charge it up to the land. It could not be done otherwise,
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Mr. MEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I yield.

Mr. MEAD. One reason I believe this legislation onght to be
passed at this time is that the Federal department, I believe the
gentleman will agree, is working in harmony with State depart-
ments and they have the sympathetic support of the Canadian
Government. They are all working together with the lucal
authorities taking the upper hand in the matter and working in
conjunction with the Federal Government.

Mr. PURNELL. That is true.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. I understand the Department of Agriel-
fure is against this appropriation. Will the gentleman tell us
how he arrived at a conelusion different from that of the de-
partment?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes; I will say the Department of Agricun!-
ture is not opposed to this appropriation; in fact, the report
which is filed with the bill itself is the report which was pre-
pared by the Department of Agriculture. I did not change a
line in it. I will explain to the gentleman why there is an
apparent——

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Was not that their attitude at the time
the appropriation bill was brought in by the Committee on Ap-
propriations? There was upward of $1,000.000 appropriated for
work similar to this or, rather, for work which the Department
of Agriculture had outlined for itself, and it did not ask for any
more money.

Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman is quite right about that.

Mr, McLAUGHLIN. I am not speaking in opposition to the
proposition, becaunse I propose to vote for it, but I would like to
have the reason for the difference between the gentleman and
the department.

Mr. PURNELL. I will be very pleased to tell the gentlemai.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. And the course of reasoning by which
the gentleman reached his conclusion.

Mr. PURNELL. The course of reasoning by which I reached
my conclusion is that the Department of Agriculture takes the
position that this question of paying money to farmers for extra
work done in this clean-up campaign is one of policy which
should be settled by the Congress itself.

Mr. FLETCHER. Rather than by the State?

Mr. PURNELL. Rather than by the department. In other
words, if the Congress feels that we ought to continue for
another year this matter of paying individual farmers wages
not to exceed $2 per acre, as was done last year for extra
work which they do, that is not incident to their regular farm
practice, the result of which is to keep the corn borer out of
the Corn Belt and protect those of us in other States and areas
who have not got it, and thereby protect the whole Nation, it is
a question of policy for the Congress to determine rather than
the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. GREEN. I am anxious to know whether the investiga-
tion and experiments along this line have brought out whether
or not the corn borer would be stopped by the difference in
climate which exists in the Southern States, and whether it
could grow and survive our long summers there. The gentle-
man brought out very well that it would withstand cold even
to the freezing point,

Mr. PURNELL. My judgment is that it will withstand heat
just as well as it will cold, although I am not prepared to say,
and I do not know that experiments have been carried on to
that extent, But I do know that this pest will attack more
than 200 kinds of vegetation, and that if it once destroys our
corn crop and flonts down the river, in cornstalks or otherwise,
we will have a resnlting damage in other areas.

Mr. GREEN. Would a field of corn that was infested in a
bad way with this borer be completely ruined, or what would
be the percentage of decrease in the yield?

Mr. PURNELL. The yield will decrease in proportion to the
inerease” of the corn borer. It is my understanding that there
were a number of fields in the infested area last year that had
four or five corn borers to the stalk which had not yet produced
commercial damage, but when you proceed above that you
reach the stage that was reached in Canada, where they had
sometimes as many as 200 in & stalk, until at last the entire
area was decimated,

Mr. GREEN. In that case there would be an 80 or 90 per
cent decrease in production,

Mr. PURNELL. Yes; I would say from 80 to 90 per cent.

Mr. CARSS. Has the gentleman any figures to show the
amount the yield has been lessened by this pest?

Mr. PURNELL. I would say there has been no appreciable
commercial damage done in the United States as yet. If u few
years ago when this corn borer first came over here——
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Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. I was just going to ask if there
had been any damage done here.

Mr. PURNELL. I would say no appreciable damage has been
done yet. :

Mr. CARSS. That is one reason I am for the bill. We want
to stop this pest before it does commercial damage.

Mr. PURNELL. And I will say that a few years ago if one-
half of $10,000,000 had been appropriated and as wisely used
as the last $10,000,000 was used we would not have this threat
to-day.

Mr. COLE of Jowa and Mr. CHALMERS rose.

Mr. PURNELL. I yield first to the gentleman from Iowa,
who, I believe, was on his feet first.

Mr. COLE of Iowa. I simply wanted to answer the inquiry
of the gentleman from Florida by stating that in Europe this
pest has been found in the warm countries. It grows in the
far South, and I think heat would not interfere with its propa-
gation.

Mr. CHALMERS. I want to remind the gentleman that this
dangerous pest likes sweet corn particularly and I know per-
sonally that there has been commercial loss in raising sweet
eorn.

Mr. HUDSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. 1 yield.

Mr. HUDSON. While the gentleman from Indiana stated
that there had been no appreciable loss as a commercial pros-
pect, he meant the entire Nation?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes. I am not attempting to speak of sep-
arate communities. I was speaking about the appreciable dam-
age to the corn crop of the country as a whole. I say there has
been no appreciable damage to the corn crop of the Nation.

Mr. CHALMERS. Except the sweet corn?

Mr. ALMON, The gentleman says it came into the United
States from Canada, What did they do about it in Canada?

Mr. PURNELL., I made that statement at the beginning of
my remarks. Perhaps the gentleman was not here. They did
nothing, for the reason no money was available and no pro-
gram worked out, and it got away from them.

Mr. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I will

Mr. ARENTZ. You have colored zones on the map next
to Lake Erie. You have a maottled color, then orange, red,
blue, and green. If what the gentleman says is true, that
there has been no commercial damage, I do not understand
why it has not, in view of the fact that the corn borer is
already in the red area, and that that has been infested for
several years. Has not the corn borer destroyed the growth
of corn in that red area?

Mr. PURNELL. It would not destroy it even if it were in
the red area since 1925. .

Mr, ARENTZ. The gentleman said there had been no com-
mercial damage.

Mr. PURNELL. Not to the whole corn erop of the Nation.
I was not alluding to any community or State, but as a national
proposition.

Mr. MEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I yield.

Mr. MEAD. As one who lives in an infested area, I want
to say that the damage there is great. The corn is of no
value for sale in hotels or residences, because as soon as they
learn that it is infested with the corn borer they do nmot want
it. The housewives do not want it.

Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman speaks of sweet corn?

Mr. MEAD. Yes. The other corn is a loss for the farmer;
if he is patriotic he destroys it, so it is a total loss to him.
Coming from an infested area, I want to say that the borer
occasions a great loss, and if this legislation is not passed it
will be a great loss to the Nation.

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. Yes.

Mr. GREEN. The gentleman has brought out the facts in
the ecase in a very interesting way. Now, as a member of the
Agricultural Committee, I hope that his committee in the
course of time, when we present a little matter for relief of the
pecan industry, will carefully consider it.

Mr. PURNELL. I think the gentleman will agree that the
Agricultural Committee of the House is not sectional when it
comes to considering and reporting bills. We have tried to
regard agriculture and every phase of it as a matter of national
concern and not as a local or sectional problem.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PURNELL. I yield.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. The statement has been
made that this borer affects the ear of the corn. That is a
mistake. That is a different worm. I want to call the atten-
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tion of the gentleman from New York to the fact that this
worm does not affect the ear but affects the stalk.

Mr. PURNELL. I am not so sure about that. I want to say
to the gentleman from Washington, it enters the stalk of corn
first, but I would not say that it does not affect the ear. I
confess I have not gone into that subject very fully.

Mr. HUDSON. If we had samples here on the desk you
would readily see that the corn borer deprives the ear of nutri-
ment, and the ear does suffer because the stalk is destroyed.
er. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my
time,

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
myself 15 minutes. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, let me make
this statement to begin with. I recognize that corn is the
great agricultural crop of the United States, and if this were a
question of appropriating $50,000,000 to save the corn growers
Ofl the United States from a real menace I should be for the
bill.

I want to discuss the European corn borer on the authority
of Doctor Marlatt, head of the Bureau of Entomology in the
Department of Agricuiture. He says that the European corn
borer is doing little damage in Europe and only in certain cir-
cumscribed parts of that contiment. It came to this country
in broom corn 19 years ago. There were four points of infesta-
tion—one near Boston, two in New York, and one over in
Canada. So it had 19 years the start of the scientists.

We began one year ago to try to control it, so that for 18
yvears it had its way. Over in Canada they grow corn year
after year without any clean-up system, so that it became a
real menace there; and so it will become any place where
they grow corn year after year and do not cut the corn for the
gilo, burn the stalks, or plow them under. When they do that,
the testimony before the subcommittee on agricultural appro-
priations is to the effect that it does not do any commercial
damage. It has done some commercial damage up in Canada,
because they do not farm there as we do down in the States.
It was also revealed in the testimony that this corn borer be-
longs in ground with a high water table. That is, wet ground,
so in the low, rather swampy ground in the neighborhood of
Boston it did considerable damage. It has never done any
damage in the State of New York to amount to anything, ac-
cording to the department of agriculture of that State.

When this corn-borer problem came to my knowledge last
year I was frightened. I thought that the greatest farm indus-
try of the United States, the corn-growing industry, wus
menaced. I readily voted for the $10,000,000 appropriation and
I would vote for $50,000,000 to-day if it were a necessity, if it
were important, but I want you to know what the men who have
been administering the law down in the Department of Agri-
culture, and the men who will administer it if we authorize
this appropriation and it is finally made, have to say. The tes-
timony is rather voluminous. I have been able only to pick out
a few statements in this limited time, and I shall quote some
expressions which I think will give you a good general idea
of their attitude. I might say that the attitude of the scientists
in the department, either in the record or out of the record, I
am not sure which, but as expressed in our committee room was
to the effect that they did not expeet any sum of this kind for
continued clean-up work over the United States, but that they
were well pleased with the work that they had done last year,
as a demonstration to the farmer as to how the work should be
done, and in the agricultural appropriation bill we are carrying
something over $1,000,000 for continuing the investigational and
quarantine and scout work, and so forth,

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington., Yes; I yield.

Mr. PURNELL. We are not carrying anything, however, in
that bill for reimbursement to the farmer.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. No.

Mr. PURNELL. That is the purpose of this bill.

The research work in the Department of Agriculture should
be regularly dome and carried on. This is a question of
whether or not we will reimburse the farmer, as was done last
year, for labor performed.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. If there was a menace to
the industry, we would be justified in going to almost any
length in my opinion, but I expect to prove to you by the scien-
tific men in that department that you do not have such a
menace, and it is for each and every Member of Congress to
decide whether or not we should make this authorization.

I am appearing here in opposition, because so much of this
came out in the hearings before the subcommittee of which I
am a member, and not because I am hostile or anything of the
kind, T think you gentlemen are entitled to the information
which I hope to give to you.

Mr. HUDSON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. SUMMERS of Washington, Yes.

Mr. HUDRON. Does the gentleman infer that the depart-
ment does not cousider this a menace to the corn growing of
the Nation?

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington, If we were to farm as they
do in Canada it would be.

Mr. HUDSON. What does the depariment mean when it uses
the following language :

This is an effort to retard the spread of an insect pest that is gen-
erally believed to constitute a menace to the corn crop of the country.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. It is generally so considered,
but that belief is not justified by the facts.

Mr. THURSTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. Yes. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. THURSTON. The gentleman stated that if we were to
pursie the same poliey in the Corn Belt that has Deen pursued
in Canada a great loss would occur.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington, Yes.

Mr. THURSTON. And the gentleman also stated that they
tdo clenn up in the Mississippi Valley and burn their cornstalks?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes; that is quite common
in Indiana, the State where I was born and used to farm, and
in Illincis. where I lived for many years.

Mr. THURSTON, I say it would be a rare instance to travel
around over the State of Iown and find that a corn shock or
cornstalks had been burned. We plow under those cornstalks
as a fertilizer, or if we do not do that we put them in the silo
for silage. We utilize the cornstalks, and in no instancé do we
burn them.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I am very glad that the gen-
tleman brought that to my attention. There are two ways of
getting rid of the corn borer. One is to in some way destroy
the cornstalks, either use them for silage or burn them in order

“to simply get rid of them. That is a very common practice in
Illinois. The other way is to plow them under. Those are the
wiays to get rid of the corn borer.

Mr. CARSS. Does that kill the corn borer?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. He dies in the course of time
if plowed under.

Mr. CARSS. Would he survive the winter and come up
again?

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. You would have to keep him
under for several months.

Mr. HUDSON. You have to plow him under pretty deep.
Light plowing would not do it. .

Mr., SUMMERS of Washington. It does not make any dif-
ference. =0 long as the stalks are covered, according to the
testimony that has been given.

Mr. CARSS. What do the department experts say in regard
to killing the borer? Do they claim that plowing under will
destroy it?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes; by plowing and by
burning ; either method.

Mr. ("ARSS, If they are plowed under, arve they de‘ltroved"

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes. When you plow them
uader they are destroyed.

Mr. THURSTON. I understand that when they plow them
under only part of them are destroyed.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Money is already provided
in the approprintion bill for the prevention of the spread of
the European corn borer, the enforcement of the quarantine,
and the clean-up of heavily infested areas in order to prevent
the further long-distance gpread of this insect; $1,257,5680 that is
recommended for all research and regulatory work together,
there being an item of $150,000 for miscellaneous work. Again,
Doector Marlatt says:

The department does not believe that, merely as a demonstration
of the value of clean-up, such expenditures are warranted.

This refers to such a sum as we are now considering.
In this clean-up campaign last year these are some of the
expenditures that were made:

Personal services __ $1, 318 029. 05
Supplies and materials - 0, 722. 98
LB T T a L e e e R A Ay ey U e o e 6, 194, 85
Al P o e T T 105, 063, 02
Repairs .and alterations of buildings_ oo a0, 474, D6
Reimbursement to farmers_ - ... 4 213, 990. 46
BAB ke s s e s — 749,101 17
T3 coupes and 9 sedans- 562, 050, 00
Oil-burning apparatas__—______ ___ s 481, 6562, 00
g BT T A ORI O T RS T A NEY S N 740, 041, 76
Miscellaneous field equipment are these;
Corn binders, low cutting._._ o 27
Ensilage cutters S e = 3
e i g S TS S O A AT S et ——-feet__ 8,700

0il hose, pressure cmee——feet__ 138, 000

Oll-burning carriages_______ 200
Plows frachor, S-gangs co oot ool Lo T R e et 400
Stnbbin paiverigerse oL NEIER b A S RN e T 800
Tractor and plow skids___ T pairs__ 195
ZTrallers, Zawhpel oo 3 iy S b e R 24
T 7 B e R T e S ol PRI DT 64

Total, $302,103.36.

Total for major items, $2,324 84829,

Mr, CARSS. I see the largest item mentioned in this report
is $4,261,000 for reimbursement to the farmer. That is the
largest single item of expenditure?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes. That is for reim-
bursement.

Mr. CARSS. That is to induce the farmers to cooperate in
stamping out this pest. You have already got the equipment,
but it will be necessary to reimburse the farmers in cooperating
with the Government and stamping out this pest. I think that
shows the necessity of this appropriation,

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Some of the infested terri-
tory has been infested for 19 years. Quoting aganin from
Doetor Marlatt, I read:

We have, therefore, as to the centers of these infestations, a period of
19 years of opportunity for the corn borer. Taking up the various
points of infestation in the United States, the records indicate that
netual damage has resulted in only a very trifling percentage of the
areas now covered, and such damage bas apparently been limited to
peculiar soil conditions described, perhaps somewhat generally and per-
haps not altogether adequately, as concerned with a high-water table.
In the New England area, for example, noticeable or appreciable crop
damnge has been limited to a very small portion of the area infested.

Again, he says:

In other words, for the most part to Jow areas, much of it marshy and
with high-water table within a short radius of the c¢ity of Boston, The
general spread throughout a great portion of New England involving
portions of Maine, New Hampshire, Connecticut, and Rhode Island has
been characterized by no important or appreciable damage. In the
eastern New York area spreading out from Echenectady there has been
no real damage of any type, as I was recently advised by the director of
agriculture of that State, and over a good deal of this area the corn
borer has been present for a good many years and in the center of the
area for 19 years, As to the western area, including western New
York, I'ennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan, the appreciable damage
is limited to a very narrow strip along Lake Erie and Lake Michigan,
all within 5 miles of the lake. This is the hopeful phase of the situa-
tion. In presenting this situation as to areas which have been infested
for some time without loss to the farmer, I do not mean fo give the
lmpression that if the borer continues there will be no damage,

It i= possible that in southern Indiana and Illinois we may have heavy
damage. The department does mot believe that this Insect presents a
negligible problem. We belleve that it is a very important pest, so
importunt that we have asked twice as much money for combating it
as we have asked in the case of any other insect, and we think that the
sum we ask is reasonable and legitimate under the present circum-
stances,

And that amount, $1,250,000, is all included in the appro-
priation bill. He says that is what they think is necessary.

Mr. ARENTZ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes.

Mr. ARENTZ. You answered the question asked of the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. PorNeLL] as to the area of infesta-
tion. It is possible, eovering the blue and red areas on the map,
that thousands of square miles will be covered. Has the borer
beien doing particular damage in that area of a thousand square
miles?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. No; it has not. I have been
giving you the testimony of the man in whose bureau this is
administered. The only place where the damage has been of
any great consequence is down around the lake here [indicat-
ing] and a little here [indieating].

Mr. HUDSON. Will not the gentleman concede that that
might be true at this time, but he says it ig such a pest to these
other areas that he has asked more than he ever asked before.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes; and that has been ap-
propriated. That has no reference to this bill. This bill was
introduced on April 2 and reported out on April 6. 1T tried to
get hold of a copy of the hearings, but I find that for some
reason or other the committee hearings are not available. They
are not in print. But I understand neither the Department of
Agriculture nor the Budget recommends this bill.

Mr. W. T. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. Yes.

Mr. W. T. FITZGERALD., How far south has the borer
proceeded?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. If this map is correct—
and I think it was made by the department
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Mr. W. T. FITZGERALD. How far down does that go?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. It extended a little more
than halfway from north to south through Ohio.
= Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield

ere?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes.

Mr. HUDSON. In regard to the menace and this appropria-
tion, which he says the department thinks is necessary to curb
the menace, that makes provision for the farmers' help in the
eradication. This is for the farmers’ help? That was for the
department?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Again we asked:

You have had the corn borer for 18 years?
Doctor Woobps, Yes, sir.

Now, please listen to this, if you will:
How much damage was done by the corn borer last year?

This is Doctor Woods, the head scientist of the Department of
Agriculture.

Practicnlly none in the United States.

Now, gentlemen, I do not want you to get the wrong view-
point. If this is something that is necessary, I want it just as
much as my friend Pornecr, but the testimony which came
before my committee does not indicate that this appropriation
is justifiable, in my opinion, and I am presenting the facts in
order that yon may judge for yourselves,

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes.

Mr. PURNELL. There never came before your committee
that great body of high-class representative farmers from Ohio,
Indiana, and Michigan who appeared before the Agricultural
Committee in support of the bill

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. There was a large delega-
tion that came from those three States.

Mr. PURNELL. I will state that probably the gentleman's

' judgment has been warped by reason of the fact that a delega-
tion came from the State of Ohio opposing this legislation,

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. They were very much op-
posing it, and they were all corn growers.

Mr, PURNELL. And we had them before our committee.

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. But at that time I was op-
posed to the attitude of the visiting committee, and I only took
a different attitude after I had heard all that the scientific men
had to say. Will the gentleman at this point tell us why we
could not have the committee hearings, so that we might have
the advantage of the information given to the gentleman’s com-
mittee? 1 am intensely interested in this matter.

Mr. PURNELL. I am sorry they are not available, because
I am satisfied they would give the gentleman a lot of informa-
tion that he seems to be lacking relative to this appropriation.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. At least, the corn borer does
not get up into the ear of the corn. :

Mr. PURNELL. I am not so sure about that.

Mr. ADKINS. If the gentleman will come to my office I
will show him one.

AMr. PURNELL. I will say to the gentleman that the reason
the hearings are not available is that they have not been cor-
rected and are not printed.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I know they are not printed,
though almost two weeks have elapsed.

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes.

Mr. MURPHY. I would like to ask the gentleman what the
complaint of the farmers from northwestern Ohio was before
his committee or the Agricultural Committee with reference to
the corn-borer campaign in Ohio?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I do not know what part of
the State of Ohio it came from, but there was a large com-
mittee of farmers, of corn growers from the State of Ohio that
came before the Agricultural Appropriations Committee. After
learning their grievance we referred them on over to the Agri-
cultural Committee. But they objected to the way the law was
administered, that they could solve the problem themselves,
that it was not a menace, that it was not damaging, and that
the clean-up had been handled in a very high-handed and dis-
agreeable fashion. That was their complaint.

AMr. MURPHY. Then, the objection that ecame from north-
western Ohio was largely one of administration? Is that the
gentleman’s judgment ?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Well, they objected, and
the committee from Michigan, too, to the method of adminis-
tration, and they also insisted and the department itself says
it is a problem that the farmer himself must finally take
care of.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wash-
ington has again expired.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self five additional minutes,

Mr, ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes. ;

Mr. ASWELL. Does the gentleman know that the commit-
tee from Putnam County, Ohio, which came from his com-
mittee to the Committee on Agriculture, announced with a
great deal of pride that that committee was a political commit-
tee pure and simple, and nothing else?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. That they themselves were
a political committee?

Mr. ASWELL. They announced that they were a political
commiffee pure and simple, and nothing else.

AMlr. SUMMERS of Washington. I did not know that.

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman say what he means by
a political committee?

Mr. ASWELL. You will have to ask the chairman about that,
I mean the chairman of that committee from Putnam County,

Mr. MURPHY. He said it was a political committee?

Mr. ASWELL, That it was a political organization; that
he was the head of it, and that it had controlled a milllon votes
in the last election.

Mr. MURPHY. Was he against the corn borer? !

Alr. ASWELL. Well, he attempted to make capital out of
this fight, saying that he wanted economy in the country, and
that he had controlled a million votes in the last election.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Does that apply to the
Representative from Michigan who was with that committee?

Mr. ASWELL. He might have been along. If he was with
the Putnam County man, he was there I am sure. Now, does
the gentleman from Washington grow corn in his country?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. We do not grow much corn
out in the State of Washington, but I am interested in Illi-
nois, in Indiana, and in the corn sections because my beloveds "
live there.

Mr, ASWELL. Then it seems to me the gentleman should
be interested in checking the corn borer.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. It is stated in our hearings
at more than one place that nobody in the United States who
is familiar with the subject believes it can be checked; that it
is going to spread over the country, but by clean farming it
can be prevented from doing damage.

Mr. ASWELL. That is not at all in harmony with the evi-
dence before our committee.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington.,
gret we have not those hearings.

Mr. ASWELL. I am sorry for the gentleman's gake the
hearings hdave not been printed.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I am presenting just what
was presented by the department before my committee.

Mr. ADKINS., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington, Yes,

Mr. ADKINS. Does not the gentleman know that down in
our country where the gentleman used to live——

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. Yes; we were neighbors.

Mr. ADKINS (continuing). Our people do not expect to par-
ticipate in this appropriation. We have $200,000 available with
the machinery all ready set up, so that when the corn borer
comes over there we will be able to handle it. There was one
little place in Kankakee County where they did handle it, and
the reason there was no particular commercial damage done was
because of the curtailing of this evil. We are perfectly willing,
and our people are anxious, to have the Federal Government
meet the situation in Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan, so that they
can with a reasonable amount of good cultivation, keep the corn
borer down below commercial damage. We appreciate the fact
that where it has a big hold it is beyond what ought to be ex-
pected of the individual farmer to ask him to go out and put
this additional work upon himself in order fo keep down the
pest, We are willing to pay for that extra work and that is all
this appropriation is for. I know the trouble the department
has in enforcing anything of this sort. We had the same diffi-
culty in respect of the foot-and-mouth disease. The men do not
like the idea of their coming in and handling the work and I
can see how the department wounld be very glad to keep out of
that feature of it; but if they will keep it down or get it in such
condition that the farmers can control it under State contirol so
that it will be handled without a big burden on the farmers, we
are willing to take care of our situation unless they let it spread
80 that they come over in such great swarms it gets beyond our
control, and if this does happen, 7,000,000 will logk like a baga-
telle in comparison with the damage that I know personally it
does, because 1 inspected the flelds in Massachusetts and New

That is why I so much re-
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York in 1919 and know that they did have commercial damagze
there,

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. The borer has been here for
some years and all I know is the testimony given by the men
in the department.

Mr. ADKINS. Did the other group of farmers who came
down here advocating this measure come before the gentleman's
committee?

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. No; and the gentleman un-
derstands I am mot quoting from them. I am simply under-
taking to give the viewpoint of the Department of Agriculture
in regard to this matter. There was something like $4,000,000
expended in repayments to the farmers themselves last year.
Does the gentleman understand there is going to be nearly
twice as big a clean-up this year and that they will need nearly
twice as much money for that purpose? 7

Mr. ADKINS. Yes; the area is larger and they will have
to cover more ground.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Then you are going to
change the plan because the department had in mind looking
after the border line when it appeared before my committee.

Mr. ADKINS. Yes; I understand very fully what the de-
partment has in mind because we had them before the com-
mittee for two days, and with the amount of machinery and set-
up which they have they will have to use the same force for a
short period of time in order to do the work.

The CHAITRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Washing-
ton has expired.

The Clerk read the bill for amendment.

Mr. HOGG. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered Ly Mr. Hoca: Page 2, line 14, after the word
“ control,” insert * and provided, that no part of this amount shall be
paid as wages to any inspector who is not a resident farmer of the
county wherein he is employed and who shall have tilled and operated
a farm for 10 years.”

Mr. HOGG. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
the amendment which I have just introduced is one that de-
serves your careful consideration. From the argument you
have just heard you have little or no idea of the disturbance
which the administration of this law caused in Indiana and
northern Ohio last year. The district which I represent is
located in northeastern Indiana.

The inspectors are not the scientific men of the organization,
but they are those who go about the farms and check the clean-
up work done by the farmer. It is a matter of irritation to
most farmers to have real young men tell them that their work
has not been done satisfactorily.

My amendment provides that these inspectors shall be men
residing in the county where their work is done, who shall have
tilled and operated a farm for 10 years. In this way the
farmers of the community will have a fair share in the adminis-
tration of the law. As it is the farmers feel they are imposed
upon by the Department of Agriculture, and I am here to tell
you they have a right to have the conclusion they hold.

The administration of this law requires a sound discretion
and mature judgment.

Mr. ASWELL. In that case the natives would have control—
that is, the neighborhood would, would it not?

Mr, HOGG. They would not, because inspectors are subject
to the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture,

Mr. ASWELL. These inspectors go around and determine
whether the work is well done or not.

Mr. HOGG. It may be that way in your State.

Mr. ASWELL. We do not have corn borers in my State.

Mr. HOGG. In a county in my district a man offered a re-
ward of $500 in cash if anyone would bring him a corn borer,
and he still has his money.

Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman does not mean fo say that
he offered a reward for a corn borer to be brought from any-
where?

Mr, HOGG., No; In Whitney County.

Mr, PURNELL. That is a thinly infested area.

Mr. HOGG. It is in the blue area on the gentleman's map.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOGG. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman said a moment ago that
young men compelled the farmer to go back and pick up eorn-
stalks. Were those infested with the borer?

Mr. HOGG. Decidedly not. The department has since ruled
that it will not insist on the same enforcement of the law that
it did the last year, in that it does not think that such strict
enforcement is at all necessary.
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Mr. CHINDBLOM. But last year that was the rule when the
young men were enforcing the regulations?

Mr. HOGG. Yes; but farmer inspectors would have used
more deliberate judgment,

I am only pleading for moderation in enforcing the law,
not that the farmers are not willing to obey instruections, but
they want men of mature judgment for inspectors.

Mr. ADKINS. Will the gentleman yield there? Do you pro-
pose to go into the township where you are cleaning up and
have the neighbors for inspectors?

Mr. HOGG. Certainly not. The need is that the inspectors
shall be mature farmers.

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington.

Mr. HOGG. Yes.

Mr, SUMMERS of Washington. From the testimony I heard
I think this is a very important and necessary amendment. It
is the best part of the law and I shall support it. I do believe
that this law in the Corn Belt is about as popular as prohibition
would be in John Philip Hill's district, if not more. |

Mr. HOGG. Much of the money appropriated last year was
wasted. Of the present amount, 90 per cent is certain to get
to the farmer. I ask your support to qualify the inspectors as |
set out in the amendment. [Applause,]

Mr. ADKINS., Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I |
have no doubt but that the law-enforcement officers encounter.
about the same sort of opposition that you encounter when you|
have any kind of trouble in the neighborhood of this kind.

Mr. BOX. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADKINS. Certainly.

Mr. BOX. Whether or not the Department of Agriculture,
recommends this measure of relief? -

Mr. ADKINS. I do not understand that it does. The foot-|
and-mouth disease encountered the same thing in the com-!
munity, where we had some level-headed fellows; we took the
matter up in our own county, and that was the case. They |
came to my farm and we talked it over. There was not a dollar,
in sight. They said we do not know about this. I said, Now,
look here, there is no nation that has ever cleaned up the foot-
and-mouth disease. This Nation will clean it up; let them drive
them into the pit and shoot them down, that I was sure that
the Federal or State authorities are not going to permit any|
citizen to have his property destroyed for the good of all with-l
out reimbursing him.

In some communities where it was not talked over they had!
that sort of trouble. Inspectors came and they had the same
trouble that you did in your community. In a matter of this|
kind you do have inspectors who do not ‘know their job and go
on a man's farm and get in trouble with him unnecessarily; I

Will the gentleman yield?

‘had charge of some, and they gave a lot of trouble sometimes. .

There is no doubt that last year mistakes were made. But you
take men really interested and progressive, men that want to
get rid of these things, let them come down and tell their
story—I am Sorry the hearings have not been published. I
think it would be unfortunate to pass an amendment of this
sort. I think the experience we had last year in cleaning this
up demonstrates where the weaknesses are,

Mr, HOGG. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADKINS. Yes.

Mr. HOGG. Would the gentleman prefer to have a college
inspector, a student 21 or 22 years old, or to have a native
farmer?

Mr, ADKINS. That would depend upon the kind of farmer
he was., The kind of farmer that I would want would be too
busy to go off and fool around with a job of that kind.

Mr. HOGG. Is the gentleman speaking of farmers in Illinois?

Mr. ADKINS. Yes: and in any other locality. I have been
over in the gentleman’s State. I have farmed in Ohio. We
have good farmers and poor farmers everywhere. I am not
justifying the poor farmer any more than I am the poor busi-
ness man. I Enow from personal experience as the head of a
department in my State that where you tie a department up
with a lot of details of this sort you just hinder their work. I
ﬂ;)l? that the men in all of these departments are very reason-
able,

Their whole thought is to try to do the work as satisfactorily
as possible. I appreciate the position of my friend from In-
diana [Mr. Hoce]. He has some fellows in his district who are
very much wrought up about this. They do not appreciate the
fact that the Government is coming in and paying for the work
that they have to do, that they would not otherwise have to do,
and put their erops out for the protection of the whole country.
The people in Illinois are willing to do that. You have to take it

for granted that the men in each administrative office of the
Government have common sense, Here is a new thing. They
had to go out in a_hm'ry and clean up, and it iz too much to
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expect of human nature not fo find some who did not perform
this perfectly.

Mr, HOGG. Is it good common sense to pay inspectors
$2,000,000 to deal out $4,000,000 to farmers?

Mr., ADKINS. Does the gentleman know how many inspec-
tors were required for this short time?

Mr. HOGG. I do not. I know that there were ten times the
number there that were required.

Mr. ADKINS. They had to have enough to go over the
ground. You might as well not spend any money as to not do it
thoroughly.

Mr. LAGUARDIA, The gentleman will remember that when
we had the first corn borer bill up before the House we author-
ized an appropriation of $10,000,000.

Mr, ADKINS. Yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. There was a great deal of anxiety at the
time. We were told that they needed this money to eradicate
the corn borer.

Mr, ADKINS. Oh, we can not eradicate it. We can cut it
down so that it can be controlled so as not to cause any com-
mercial damage.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Well, in any event we appropriated $10,-
000,000. Outside of obtaining a eard index for each corn borer,
did the department accomplish anything?

Mr. ADKINS. Oh, yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. What?

Mr. ADKINS. Of e¢ourse, they accomplished something.
They reduced the ravages in most of the communities by reason
of eradicating it to such an extent that it did not do any com-
mercial damage, If yon let a 10 per cent infection get in, you
have a very severe damage to your crop. If you gentlemen had
appropriated $2,000,000 in 1919, as we recommended you to do,
and had taken the matter up where it originated, around
Schenectady, N. Y., and around Boston, we would never have
had to appropriate the $10,000,000, because we would have
gotten it in such shape there that the farmers could have con-
trolled it.

Mr. LAGUARDIA.
crop?

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Did it decrease the amount of the corn

ADKINS. The borer will decrease it.
LAGUARDIA. Did it?

ADKINS. Yes; where it had been neglected.
LAGUARDIA. And yet we still have a surplus?

Mr. ADKINS. Yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Then it seems to me that nature wants
to be kind to us in permitting us to have a surplus under the
circumstances.

Mr. ADKINS. Does the gentleman not know that the sur-
plus is the salvation of his people?

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I understand that.

Mr. ADKINS. We hope that we will always have a surplus.
I hope that this amendment will not prevail

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Hoea) there were—ayes 20, noes 38.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do nmow rise and report the bill back to the House with the
recommendation that it do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Aceordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Kercaaym, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that committee had had under consideration the bill H. R.
12632, to provide for the eradication or control of the European
corn borer, and had directed him to report the same back
to the House with the recommendation that it do pass.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr, Speaker, I move the previous guestion
on the bill to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. HiveeN, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

BEAR EIVER MIGRATORY-BIRD REFUGE

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill 8. 3194, to
establish the Bear River migratory-bird refuge.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa calls up the bill
8. 3194, which bill is on the Union Calendar.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask nnanimous consent that
the bill be comgidered in the House as in Committee of the
Whole.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous
consent that the bill be considered in the House as in Com-
mittee of the Whole, Is there objection?

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. The House automati-
cally resolves itself into Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill S. 3194,
The gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Kercnam, will please take
the chair.

Whereupon the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. KercHAM in
the chair.

The CHATRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the
bill 8, 3194, which the Clerk will report by title,

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 8194) to establish the Bear River migratory-bird refuge.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. -

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objeetion,

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. Corton].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Utah is recognized
for 15 minutes,

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, if I may have your attention for just a few moments
I think I can make plain the purposes of this bill by reading
a part of the letter of the Secretary of Agriculture in making
his report upon the measure. He says:

The Bear River marshes, extending about Bear River Bay, in Utah,
comprise the greatest area of this character in the Rocky Mountain
region and form the gathering place for millions of wild fowl, such as
ducks and geese, during the north and south migrations. During each
breeding season vast numbers of wild fowl rear their young in this area,

Of recent years, owing to the scanty rainfall and the diversion of
water for irrigation purposes from Bear River and other streams tribu-
tary to the marshes in that district, the shallow waters in many parts
of these marshes during the summer and fall of each year become con-
centrated solutions of alkali. The myriads of ducks, geese, shore birds,
and other species which frequent these waters are poisoned by the con-
centrafion of alkali and perish in enormous numbers. It is estimated
that in the last few years not less than 7,000,000 ducks alone have thus
perished in this area,

If there ever was a conservation measure for the preserva-
tion of wild life, I am sure that this is the one. As stated in
the letter of the Secretary, this is a central location where these
wild birds gather, -particularly in the summer and fall. It is
a great breeding place, and a great place for these birds to
rest on their trips from the north to the south and from the
south to the north. Whenever the rainfall is scanty or by
reason of diversion of the water from the Bear River, large
pools of strong alkaline water form, and these birds, having
no other place to feed or nest, go into this impure water and
immediately become sick and die. As stated by the Secretary
of Agriculture, it is estimated that 7,000,000 of these birds
have been destroyed in this way during the last few years.

This appropriation ealls for $350,000, and not more than
$50,000 is to be used in the purchase of land. The other
£300,000 of it is to be used in diking the pure water at the
mouth of the Bear River, which will furnish a secure refuge
for the birds. :

Mr. NEWTON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLTON. Yes.

Mr. NEWTON. Will this be a protected reserve, so that no
hunting will be allowed in it?

Mr. COLTON. No; not entirely. The action of the Senate
left that matter in the hands of the Secretary of Agriculture.
The committee has amended so that at least 60 per cent shall
be held at all times as an inviolate sanctuary. The reasons
for that are twofold. The representatives of the department feel
that they ought to have some little discretion, because of rob-
ber birds that might infest this section; and there might be a
time when the food on the sanctuary would not be sufficient
for the birds that come. But even as to the 40 per cent, the
matter is left to the discretion of the Secretary. Then it would
be unfair to the people not to permit hunting at any time.

Mr. NEWTON. But there is an absolute prohibition unless
the Secretary makes the regulation?

Mr. COLTON. Yes; and he can not permit hunting at any
time on more than 40 per cent of the sanctuary, Let me read
a Iittle further:
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The Bureau of Biological Survey of this department has had numbered
aluminum bands placed on more than 2,000 ducks in this area in order to
determine the points to which they go when foreed out of these marshes
on the approach of winter. Large numbers of these banded birds have
been taken in nine other surrounding Rocky Mountain and Pacific Coast
States, particularly in the State of California, to which they go to
winter in larger numbers than to any other State. It is thus conclu-
gively shown by these banding operations that the Bear River marshes
form a distributing center supplying migratory wild fowl to all the sur-
rounding region.

The tremendous losses of these birds from alkaline polsoning have
already alarmingly decveased the supply of migratory wild fowl in that
entire region and threaten, if not remedied, to practically exterminate
them, thus destroying a valuable food product and putting an end to
wild-fowl hunting in all that region. The decrease of the birds has
become g0 alarming within the past few years that there appears urgent
need of the earliest possible action to end this drain on the valuable
bird life of the West if it is to be saved.

In its treaty with Great Brifain for the protection of migratory birds
which live part of the year in the United States and part in Canada, the
United States has assumed the responsibility of affording these birds
reasonable protection while in this country. It appears, therefore, that
to permit them to perish in untold numbers on these marshes without
taking steps by the building of dikes and other methods to remedy the
situation would be to neglect our plain duty and would directly affect
the supply of birds in which Canada as well as the United States has
a definite interest.

The building of the dikes and other improvements necessary to store
waste fresh waters, now flowing into Salt Lake, for the purpose of
flooding Bear River marshes would eliminate the death areas there, and
afford a breeding ground for very great numbers of ducks and geese,
Instead of a death trap the area would become a supply point for the
surrounding region, producing vastly increased numbers of wild fowl
on a great scale. The importance of diking has been shown on the
Bear River Club grounds, where such dikes holding fresh water have
resulted in greatly increased nesting and production of wild fowl.

The losses of ducks in this region through alkaline poisoning occur
during the summer and fall. In order that the losses may be eliminated
so far as possible during the coming season, work should be under-
taken with the least possible delay.

During the past summer, with the cooperation of the Assoclated
Bportsmen of California, an engineer of the Bureau of Public Roads
made an engineering study of conditions at Bear River Bay, and his
report shows that the projeet is entirely feasible. On the basis of the
detailed information furnished in the report, actual construction
work should be nndertaken promptly.

The engineer’s report indicates that $350,000 would cover the cost of
the development of a great bird refuge in the Bear River Bay reglon.
This wonld Include the delta proper and provide for impounding fresh
water over the broad marginal flats, relleving the conditions that have
Jed to the death of millions of birds during past seasons through alka-
line polsoning. The area which it is estimated can be included in this
project at a cost of $350,000 is 44,400 acres.

The engineer’s report directs attention to the possibility of including
additional areas suitable for the development of a still greater refuge
in this loeality. In addition to the acreage already mentioned, he refers
to an important adjacent area lying at a slizhtly higher elevation
than the broad marginal flats of the more limited project, which, if
ineluded, would add 10,000 acres to the refuge at an approximate cost
of $150,000. This cost would cover the construction of river-control
works and other necessary improvements as well as the purchase of
certain privately owned lands of great value as feeding and breeding
grounds for waterfowl.

The detailed report of the engineer directs attention to the possl-
bility of including still other suitable lands available for refuge pur-
poses in the vicinity of Bear River Bay which, added to the above-
mentioned projects, would embrace a total area of 82,900 acres, at a
total estimated cost of $617,400.

There are some other interesting things disclosed in this
report of the Secretary of Agriculture, but it is getting so late
that I shall not detain the committee longer. With reference
to the land, a subject which has been taken up somewhat and
debated generally this afternoon while we were considering an-
other bill, the Government owns practically all the area in the
proposed refuge with the exception of abont 12,000 acres. The
State of Utah has already ceded to the Government its lands
within the area. There are about 12,000 acres in the area that
will belong, when the survey is completed, to a railread com-
pany as part of its grant. We have their offer that they will
sell this land for $1.25 an acre, and there will be no trouble in
securing title to the land as we have the railroad offer to sell
for $1.25 an acre. It is felt that $50,000 will be ample and

perhaps more than will be necessary to procure title to all the
land that will be inundated, and practically all of the money
will be used for the purpose of providing fresh water and
feeding places for these birds in this locality.
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Now, Mr. Chairman, unless there is further question, I do
not care fo defain the committee longer.
thML" KINCHELOE. Mr., Chairman, will the gentleman yield

ere?

Mr. COLTON. Certainly.

Mr. KINCHELOE. As to the 6040 per cent preposition, 60
per cent is to be preserved inviolate?

Mr. COLTON. Yes; inviolate.

Mr. KINCHELOE. This 60 per cent to be inviolate will be
in the same territory, will it not?

Mr. COLTON. It may or may not be, as the Secretary may
determine. It is the same amendment that I brought to the
gentleman’s office. My understanding is that he may change
the area. I can assure the gentleman that I ean see no objec-
tion to having it that way, because the food on 60 per cent
might become scarce and it might be necessary to transfer the
sanctuary to the other area, where the seed is more plentiful,

Mr. KINCHELOE. My idea is that if you leave it to the
discretion of the Secretary to change the territory whenever
he sees fit, then there will be nothing inviolate about it.

Mr. COLTON. Yes; there would be 60 per cent inviolate
at all times. You see, those birds do not remain there during
the entire year; they remain there only during the late summer
and early fall of each year. I will say to the gentleman that
this area covers such a wide strip of territory that even if
there were shooting on one part of the refuge the birds would
not be disturbed on the other part at all, because it covers such
a large area of ground. 3

Mr. KINCHELOE. And the ratio would remain the same at
all times?

Mr. COLTON. Absolutely. I am sure we will have one of
the best bird refuges in the United States when the work con-
templated is eompleted.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read the
committee amendment instead of the bill.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 5. That no person shall take, injure, or disturb any bird, or
nest or egg thereof, or injure or destroy any notice, signboard, fence,
dike, ditch, dam, spillway, improvement, or other property of the
United States on any area acquired or received under this act, or remove
therefrom or cut, burn, injure, or destroy any grass or other natural
growth thereom, or enter, use, or occupy the refuge for any purpose,
except in dccordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of
Agriculture : Provided, That at no time shall less than 60 per cent of
the total acreage of the said refuge be maintained as an inviolate sanc-
tuary for gsuch migratory birds.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to section 5, At the end of section 5 I want to in-
sert a proviso to the effect that no gunning or hunting shall be
permitted under the provisions of this act unless, in the judg-
ment of the Secretary of Agriculture, snch permission to hunt
or gun is necessary in order to protect the wild life for which
this reservation is made a sanctuary.

Mr. COLTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, WELSH of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr. COLTON. That is the bill now.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. No; I do not think that is
the bill.

Mr. COLTON. Yes. It is left to the discretion of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture as to the 40 per cent and 60 per cent of
this is inviolate as a sanctuary for all time.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. If the gentleman will show
me where in this bill there is any such provision as the gentle-
man suggests, I will withdraw my amendment, but there is noth-
ing in this bill covering the point I wish to include in the bill.

Mr, COLTON. I think I can show it to the gentleman. That
was gone over thoroughly in the committee and that is the pro-
vision of the bill, that it is left to the discretion of the Secre-
tary as to the 40 per cent.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. But under what ecircumstances
will he use his discretion? I want to provide that that dis-
cretion shall be exercised only when it is necessary for the
preservation of animal ovr bird life,

Mr. JONES. That is the general policy of the department
as to all of these sanctuaries.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. If that is the purpose of ir,
will the gentleman interpose no objection to my amendment?
All T want to do is to protect the bird life in this refuge and
make it a real sanctuary.

Mr. COLTON. I will 5ay to the gentleman that adjoining
parts of this land are now in the control of private clubs which
are doing this very thing; that is, they are providing fresh
water for the ducks, and on those preserves there is shooting.
You can not prevent that, and this simply gives to the Secretary
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of Agriculture the right to say what part, if any, in his discre-
tion, should ever be used for hunting purposes, and at no time
ghall it be more than 40 per cent.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. I believe the gentlemen and
myself are in perfect accord as to the purpose sought to be
accomplished. Will the gentleman permit an amendment in
black and white providing that the Secretary of Agriculture
shall use his discretion in permitting gunning only when that
permission is necessary for the preservation of wild animal life?

Mr. COLTON. On page 9 the bill provides:

That no person shall take, injure—

And so on—

except In accordance with regulations preseribed by the Secretary of
Agriculture : Provided, That at no time shall less than 60 per cent of
the total acreage of the said refuge be maintained as an inviolate
sanctuary for such migratory birds.

Now, I hope the gentleman will not insist further on his
amendment, because I feel absolutely sure, after having gone
into it thoroughly in the committee, that this is the very best
provision that could be included in the bill for the purpose.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. But there is no limitation
upon the exercise of that discretion by the Secretary of Agri-
culture,

Mr. COLTON. That is the policy of the department.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. But another Secretary can
come in and change that policy overnight and we will have no
protection, I am very much in favor of this bird preservation
and I know others on this floor are, so I ask the gentleman if
he will not accept that amendment.

Mr. COLTON. I would rather not change this langnage, be-
cause it has been carefully considered and worked out and I
feel that just now, on the impulse of the moment, to accept an
amendment that may tie the hands of the department would
nat be a good thing to do.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania, I will say to the gentleman I
do not want to unnecessarily tie the hands of the department,
but there will be other bills of this kind in the future and I
feel that if the gentleman adopts a suggestion such as this it
is going to make it easier for those of us who are in favor of
the conservation of animal life to get those bills passed, and I
would like the gentleman to accept the amendment.

Mr. CARSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. Yes.

Mr., CARSS. Would not the language of the gentleman's
amendment prevent all shooting on the reservation?

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. Yes; unless the Secretary
of Agriculture considered it to be in the best interests of the
preservation of animal life to permif in certain seasons such
shooting where there is a scarcity of food, for instance.

Mr. CARSS. There are millions of ducks coming there dur-

g the year; suppose there was a shortage of food for them?

. WELSH of Pennsylvania. Then the Secretary could
~ permit gunning. -

Mr. CARSS. The Secretary would have to have inspectors
go out there and make an examination, and then if he finds
that the ducks are suffering from lack of food——

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. Then he can permit gunning.
That is the purpose of the amendment.

Mr. CARSS. Then there would be no public shooting on
the 40 per cent of the ground.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. No.

Mr. CARSS. But members of private clubs bordering on
this land would have gunning, but the general public would
not be allowed to hunt on the property.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. Not on the public land. If
they want to pay for a game preserve of their own, either
through eclub membership or otherwise, that is a different
proposition.

Mr. CARSS. Then how could a poor man do any hunting
out there?

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania. We are not preserving gun-
ning privileges, but establishing a refuge for these birds.

Mr. Chairman, I had not completed the drafting of my
amendment and I will withdraw that and now simply offer an
amendment amending section 5 by striking out the fizures “ 60"
in line 5, and inserting in licu thereof the figures “ 80.”

This is a eompromise with the point of view of the gentle-
man from Utah and some others.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WeLsH of Pennsylvania: On page 9, line
5, strike ont the figures *“60"” and insert in leu thereof the fig-
ures * 80.”
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Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment will

not prevail. This matter has been carefully considered, and I .

think the amendment should not be agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 8. That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of
any meoney in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to be available
until expended, the sum of $350,000, or so much thereof as may be
necessary to effectuate the provisions eof this act: Prorided, That not
to exeeed $50,000 may be expended for the purchase of land, Including
improvements thereon. x

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CraMTON : On page 10, line 21, strike out
“to be available until expended.”

Mr. CRAMTON. I understand this is agreeable to the gen-
tleman from Utah.

Mr. COLTON. My understanding is this simply requires the
department to report back to Congress each year, and if it needs
more money it may secure additional appropriation, so I have
no objection.

The amendment to the committee amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk concluded the reading of the committee amend-
ment. °

The committee amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise and report the bill back to the House with an amend-
ment, with the recommendation that the amendment be agreed
to and that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to. d

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. KercaaM, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that committee, having had under consideration the bill (8.
3194) to establish the Bear River migratory-bird refuge, had
directed him to report the same back to the House with an
amendment, with the recommendation that the amendment be
agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass.

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question
on the bill and all amendments thereto to final passage,

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill as amended was ordered to be read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. HaueEn, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the bill was passed was laid on the table.

OVERSEA HIGHWAY, MONROE COUNTY, FLA.

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to take up House Resolution 117 relating to the oversea
highway from Key West to the mainland of Florida.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent to take up House Resolution 117, which the Clerk
will report.

The Clerk read as follows: =

House Resolution 117

Whereas Monroe County, in the State of Florida, has bonded for large
sums for the purpose of constructing an oversea highway from Key West
to the mainland; and ‘

‘Whereas the State of Florida, out of the road fund, has spent large
sums of money assisting Monroe County in the comstruction of said
road ; and

Whereas Dade County has completed her part of the road, which is
the main highway from Canada to Key West, known as United States
Highway No. 1; and

Whereas this road 18 now cempleted except the construction of several
bridges ; and

Whereas this road when completed will be the national and the ninth
wonder of the world, and as it will be of material benefit to the Govern-
ment in case of war, the Government should construct these bridges, or
at least assist in the construction of same : Therefore be it

Resolved, That the United States Bureau of Public Roads is hereby
authorized and directed to make a survey with a view of obtaining the
cost of the construction of said bridges and report the findings to the
House of Representatives at the earliest possible moment.

With the following committee amendment :

After the word “bridges™ in the fourth paragraph, sirike out all
down to the colon in the mext paragraph.




The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. CRAMTON. Reserving the right to object.

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr, Speaker, the Committee on
Roads has authorized me to call this up. Monroe County has
spent nearly $4,000,000 on this road. Dade County has spent
nearly $400,000, and it is already completed except two very
difficult bridges. This does not involve the Government at all.

Mr. CRAMTON. The way the resolution is presented it does
invelve the Government. There are whereases that commit
the Federal Government as I understood the reading, declar-
ing it is of great benefit to the Federal Government, and so
forth,

Mr. SEARS of Florida. That was cut out by the committee
and I am going to ask unanimous consent to substitute House
Joint Resclution 256. %

Mr. CRAMTON. What is the purpose of this?

Mr. SHARS of Florida. It is to have a survey and estimate
of cost.

Mr. CRAMTON. Why should there be any difference in re-
gard to this than under the general law of Federal highways?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. There is no objeetion to it.

Mr. CRAMTON. What is the purpose of the resolution?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. There is no intention to bind the
Government ; we have spent $5,000,000 of our own mouey.

Mr. CRAMTON. I think for the present I will object. I
know the gentleman from Florida is very alert for his dis-
trict

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The Committee on Roads went
into the matter thoroughly as the gentleman from Utah [Mr,
Corron], a member of the committee, will state.

Mr. CRAMTON. Is there a report from the Bureau of
Roads?

Mr. SEARS of Florida.
Roads indorsed it.

Mr. CRAMTON.
does not object.

Mr. WELSH of Pennsylvania.
the Federal Government?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. It should not cost over several hun-
dred dollars, and possibly not that.

Mr. CRAMTON, If the survey is made, the gentleman ex-
pects to press the Federal Government to pay a part of the
cost of the bridges—more than they wounld under the Federal
aid?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I want to be perfectly frank with the
gentleman ; we would not press for more than is given to other
bridges of like importance.

Mr. COLTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Yes.

Mr. COLTON. 1Is it not a fact that all the information is
practically available for a survey, and it would be just a matter
of the Federal employees examining the data that is already
available?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. That is practically correct.
information is that it is nearly all available.

Mr. CRAMTON. Then it is expressly understood by the state-
ment of the gentleman from Florida that the action of the House
in passing this resolution does not in any way bind the Govern-
ment to any expenditures on these bridges?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. In no way does it bind the Govern-
ment to pay expenditures in building the bridges. Of course, at
the next session I may introduce a bill, but this does not bind
the Government in any way.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to substitute House Joint Resolution 256, which will meet
the objections of the gentleman from Michigan,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida asks unani-
mous consent to substitute House Joint Resolution 256. Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SEARS of Florida, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be read without the whereases,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Regolved, ete., That the United States Bureaun of Public Roads is
hereby authorized and directed to make a survey with a view of
obtaining the cost of the construction of snid bridges and report the
findings to the Congress at the earlest possible moment.

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr, Speaker, I suggest that the bridges

be described in the resolution, the whereases having beei
stricken out.

We had hearings, and the Bureau of
There is simply a statement here that it

Will this involve any cost to

My
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Mr. SEARS of Florida. I think T can explain that. There
are two main bridges over long stretches of the oversea high-
way which have not been built. The rest of the bridges have
been built,

Mr. CHINDBLOM. But when you strike out the whereases
and refer merely to *said bridges,” you have no description of
the bridges.

The SPEAKER. The Chair understood that the request of
the, gentleman was to read the resolution without the where-
ases,

Mr. CRAMTON. This comes up very suddenly. There has
been no chance to see what is in those whereases. It is my
understanding that they would be omitted. Of course, he will
have to have such an amendment as that suggested by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM].

Mr, COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, did T understand
the language of the resolution to be to obtain the cost?

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will again
report the resolution.

There was no objection, and the Clerk again reported the
resolution.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Then I move to strike out the
word “obtaining” and insert in lieu thereof the word “ ascer-
taining."”

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Coorer of Wisconsin moves to amend, on page 2, line 5, by
striking out the word * obtaining'" and inserting in lieu thereof the
word * ascertaining.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Did the Chair understand that the gentle-
man from Florida wished to offer an amendment?

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CramTON] says that he does not insist upon that
amendment. :

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I have had opportunity to
read the whereases. The only one I object fo is the one that I
understand is stricken out, at the top of page 2. To those on
page 1, as follows, I have no objection :

Whereas Monroe County, in the State of Florida, has bonded for
large sums for the purpose of constructing an oversea highway from
Key West to the mainland; and

Whereas the State of Florida, out of the road fund, has spent large
sums of money assisting Munroe County in the construction of said
road ; and .

Whereas Dade County has completed her part of the road, which is
the main highway from Canada to Key West, known as United States
Highway No. 1; and

Whereas this road is now completed except the construction of sev-
eral bridges: Therefore be it—

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the resolution as amended.

The joint resolution as amended was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third time, and passed.

The title of the joint resolution was amended.

House Resolution 117 was ordered to lie on the table.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker, I ask leave of
absence indefinitely for my colleague Mr. FisHbpR, on account
of illness.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

MESSBAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—SALARY OF JUDGE OF UNITED
BTATES COURT FOR CHINA (8. DOC, N0, 85)

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States, which was read, and,
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs and ordered printed :

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith a report from the Secretary of State re-
gzarding certain legislation authorizing salary increases for the |
judge and other officers of the United States Court for China.
I concur in the view of the Secretary of State, and I therefore
reguest of the Congress legislation amending section 6 of the act |
of June 30, 1906, Public, No. 403, Fifty-ninth Congress, and the !
act of June 4, 1920, Publie, No. 238, Sixty-sixth Congress.

Carvin CooLipge.

-

Tuae WHiITE Housg, April 11, 1928.
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same:

H.R.405. An act providing for horticultural experiment
-and demonstration work in the southern Great Plains area;

H. R.8315. An act for the relief of Charles A, Black, alias
Angus Black;

H. R.5590. An act to aunthorize appropriations for construe-
tion of culverts and trestles in connection with the camp rail-
read at Camp McClellan, Ala.;

H. R.5817. An act to provide for the paving of the Govern-
ment road extending from St. Hlmo, Tenn., to Rossville, Ga.;
and

H.R.9829. An act to extend the provisions of the act of
Congress approved March 20, 1922, entitled “An act to con-
solidate national forest lands.”

The SPEAKER also announced his signature to an enrolled
bill of the Senate of the following title:

8.1628. An act relating to the Office of Public Buildings and
Public Parks of the National Capital.

ADJOURN MENT

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 5 o’clock and
11 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Thurs-

day, April 12, 1928, at 12 o’elock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com-
mittee hearings scheduled for Thursday, April 12, 1928, as re-
ported to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees:

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
(10 a, m.)

For the prevention and removal of obstructions and burdens
upon interstate commerce in cotton by regulating transactions
on cotton-futures exchanges (H. R, 11017 and other bills re-
lating to cotton).

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
(10 a. m.)

To regulate interstate commerce by motor vehicles operating
as common carriers of persons on the public highways (H. R.
12380).

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY
(10.30 a. m.)

To provide legal-tender money without interest secured by
comimunity noninterest-bearing 25-year bonds for public im-
provements, market roads, employment of unemployed, building
homes for, and finaneing through community banks organized
under State laws, its citizens, farmers, merchants, manufac-
turers, partnerships, corporations, trusts, or trustees, and for
community needs of the United States (H. R. 12288).

COMMITTEE ON WORLD WAR VETERANS' LEGISLATION
(10 a. m.)
To amend the World War veterans’ act, 1924 (H. R. 10160).

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, .

Mr. ELLIOTT : Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.
H. R. 12354. A bill to grant to the city of Leominster, Mass,, an
easement over certain Government property; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1194). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture.. H. R. 8130. A
bill authorizing the creation of game refuges on the Ouachita
National Forest, in the State of Arkansas; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1199). Referred to the House Calendar,

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture. 8. 757. An aect
to extend the benefits of certain acts of Congress to the Terri-
tory of Hawail; with amendment (Rept. No. 1200). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R.
5826. A bill authorizing the Secretary of the Navy, in his dis-
cretion, to deliver to the custody of the Louisiana State
Museum, of the city of New Orleans, La., the silver bell in use
on the battleship New Orleans; with amendment (Rept. No.
1201). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. REECE: Committee on Military Affiairs. H. R. 9373. A
bill to amend the act entitled “An act for making further and

AND
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more effectual provision for the national defense, and for other
purposes,” approved June 3, 1916, as amended, and for other
purposes ; with amendment (Rept. No. 1202). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. JAMES : Committee on Military Affairs, H. R. 11981. A
bill to authorize officers of the Medical Corps to account certain
service in computing their rights for retirement, and for other
purposes ; with amendment (Rept, No. 1203). Referred to the-
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. PEERY : Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
H. R. 5475. A bill granting the consent of Congress to the
R. V. Reger Bridge Co. to construct, maintain, and operate a
bridge across the Ohio River; with amendment (Rept. No.
1204). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MAPES: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 11404. A bill authorizing the Port Huron,
Sarnia, Point Edward International Bridge Co., its successors
and assigns, to construet, maintain, and operate a bridge across
the St. Clair River at or near Port Huron, Mich. ; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1205). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 11917. A bill granting the consent of Congress
to the county of Cook, State of Illinois, to widen, maintain, and
operate the existing bridge across the Little Calumet River in
Cook County, State of Illinois; without amendment (Rept. No.
1206). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. NELSON of Maine: Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce. H. R. 11950. A bill to legalize a pier and
wharf in Deer Island thoroughfare on the northerly side at the
southeast end of Buckmaster Neck at the town of Stonington,
Me.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1207). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. RAYBURN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 11980. A bill granting the consent of Congress
to the Fisher Lumber Corporation to construct, maintain, and
operate a railroad bridge across the Tensas River in Louisiana ;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1208). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr, JOHNSON of Indiana: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 12317, A bill authorizing the
Wabash Bridge Co. (Inc.), its successors and assigns, to con-
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Wabash
River at a point in White County, Ill., and Posey County, Ind.,
at or near New Harmony, Ind., and Crossville, IlL ; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1209). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. LEA: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
H. R. 12379. A bill granting the consent of Congress to Howard
Seabury to construet, maintain, and operate a dam to retain
tidal waters in an unnamed cove which is situated and extends
from Cases Inlet into section 28, township 21 north, range 1
west, Willamette meridian, in Pierce County, State of Wash-
ington; with amendment (Rept. No. 1210). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. RAYBURN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 12386. A bill authorizing the State of Texas
and the State of Louisiana to construct, maintain, and operate
a free highway bridge across the Sabine River at or near
Pendletons Ferry; without amendment (Rept. No. 1211). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. PARKS: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 12677. A bill to amend section 2 of an act ap-
proved March 12, 1928, granting consent of Congress for the
construction of a bridge across the Ouachita River at or near
Calion, Ark.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1212). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. PARKS: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 12676. A bill to amend section 2 of an act ap-
proved February 14, 1926, granting consent of Congress for the
construction of a bridge across Red River at or near Fulton,
Ark.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1213). Referred to the
House Caiendar,

Mr. HUDDLESTON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. 8. 3173. An act authorizing the St. Johns River
Development Co., a corporation of the State of Florida, its suc-
cessors and assigns, to construet, maintain, and operate a bridge
across the Suwannee River at a point where State Road No. 15
crosses the Suwannee River, State of Florida ; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1214). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MILLIGAN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. 8. 3598, An act authorizing Dupo Bridge Co., a Mis-
souri corporation, its successors and assigns, to construct, main-
tain, and operate a bridge across the Mississippi River at or
near Carondelet, Mo.; with amendment (Rept. No. 1215). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. REECE: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 10649.

A bill providing for the transfer of a portion of the military res-
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ervation known as Camp Sherman, Ohio, to the Department of
Justice ; without amendment (Rept. No. 1216). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. LANKFORD : Commitfee on Irrigation and Reclamation.
H. R. 8221, A bill to authorize the creation of organized rural
cominunities to demonstrate methods of reclamation and ben-
efits of planned rural development; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1217). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mr., McSWAIN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R.
11724, A bill to provide for the paving of the Govermment
road, known as the Ringgold Road, extending from Chicka-
mauga and Chattanooga National Military Park, in the State
of Georgia, to the town of Ringgold, Ga., constituting an ap-
proach road to the Chickamauga and Chattanooga National
Military Park; with amendment (Rept. No. 1218). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union. ;

Mr. FISHER: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 12479,
A bill anthorizing the sale of all of the interest and rights of
the United States of America in the Columbia Arsenal prop-
erty, sitmated in the ninth ecivil district of Maury County,
Tenn.,, and providing that the net fund be deposited in the
military post construction fund; with amendment (Rept. No.
1219). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. HOFFMAN: Committee on Military Affairs,. H. R.
12624, A bill to amend section 17 of the act of June 10, 1922,
entitled “An act to readjust the pay and allowances of the
commissioned and enlisted personnel of the Army, Navy, Ma-
rine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and Pub-
lic Health Service,” as amended; with amendment (Rept, No.
1220). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. FROTHINGHAM : Committee on Military Affairs. H. R.
126G88. A bill to authorize appropriations for construction ut
military posts. and for other purposes; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1221). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

Mrs, ROGERS: Committee on World War Veterans' Legisla-
tion. H. R. 12821. A bill to authorize an appropriation to pro-
vide additional hospital, domiciliary, and out-patient dispensary
facilities for persons entitled to hospitalization under the World
War veterans' act, 1924, as amended, and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1222). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. REECE: Committee on Military Affairs. 8. 2978. An
act authorizing the Secretary of War to donate certain bmild-
ings to the city of Tucson, Ariz ; with amendment (Rept. No.
1223). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr, HILL of Alabama: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R.
11273. A bill to amend section 127a, national defense act, as
amended and approved June 4, 1920 ; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1226). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House ¢n
the state of the Union.

Mr. COLTON : Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 12487,
A hill to correct the descriptions of land comprising the Bryce
Canyon National Park as contained in the act approved June 7,
1924, entitled “An act to establish the Utah National Park in the
State of Utah,” and the act approved February 25, 1928, entitled
“An aect to change the name of the Utah National Park, the
establishment of which is provided for by the act of Congress
approved June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 593), to the ‘Bryee Canyon
National Park,’ and for other purposes”; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1227). Referred to the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. BECK of Wisconsin: Committee on Claims, H. R. 2817.
A bill for the relief of Michael J. Bauman; with amendment
I(_I Rept. No. 1195). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
Touse,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Missouri: Committee on Naval Affairs.
H. R. 3221. A bill for the relief of Ross F. Collins; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1196). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. DRANE: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 5948. A
bill for the relief of George Joseph Boydell: with amendment
(Itept. No. 1197). Referred to the Committes of the Whole
House,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R.
12764. A bill for the relief of Commander Chester G. Mayo;
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without amendment (Rept. No. 1198). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.:

Mr. BUTLER: Commiitee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 12844,
A bill to amend the naval record of John M. Reber: with
amendment (Rept. No. 1224). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. GLYNN: Committee on Military Affairs. H. J. Res.
129, A joint resolution for the appointment of a member of
the Board of Managers of the National Home for Disabled
Volunteer Soldiers; with amendment (Rept. No. 1225). Re-
ferred to the Conmmittee of the Whole House,

CHANGE OF REFERENCE
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Inyalid Pen-
sions was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R.
12869) granting a pension to Minnie H. Simmons, and the same
was referred to the Committee on Pensions,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under elause 3 of Rule XXII, publie bills and resolutions were
introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. KETCHAM: A bill (H. R. 12802) to foster agricul-
ture and to stabilize the prices obtained for agricultural com-
modifties by providing for the issuance of export debentures
upon the exportation of such commodities; to the Committee
on Agriculture,

By Mr. JONES: A bill (H. R. 12893) to foster agriculture
and to stabilize the prices obtained for agricultural commodities
by providing for the issuance of export debentures upon the
exportation of such commedities; to the Commiltee on Agri-
culture,

By Mr. COOPER of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 12894) granting the
consent of Congress to the Board of County Commissioners of
Trumbull County, Ohio, to construct a free overhead viaduct
across the Mahoning River at Niles, Trumbull County, Ohio; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SWEET: A bill (H. R. 12895) granting the consent
of Congress to the New York Development Association (Inpe.),
its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate
a bridge across the St. Lawrence River near Alexandria Bay,
N. X.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. UNDERHILL : A bill (H, R. 12896) to provide compen-
sation for disability or death resulting from injury to employees
in certain employments in the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. DALLINGER: A bill (H. R. 12897) to provide for
the acquisition of a site and the construetion thereon of a
fireproof office building or buildings for the House of Repre-
sentatives; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. HARDY : A bill (H. R. 12898) to extend the collect-
on-delivery service and limits of indemnity to sealed domestic
mail on which the first-class rate of postage is paid; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bill (H. R. 12899) authorizing the erec-
tion for the use of the Pan American Union of an office build-
ing on the square of land lying between Eighteenth Street, C
Street, and Virginia Avenue NW,, in the city of Washington,
D. C.: to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. EVANS of California: A bill (H. R. 12900) to con-
vey certain land in the county of Los Angeles, State of Cali-
fornia ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MORROW: A bill (H. R. 12901) granting certain
publie lands to the State of New Mexico for the use and benefit
of the Eastern New Mexico Normal School, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. OLIVER of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 12902) granting
the consent of Congress to the Alabama State Bridge Corpora-
tion, a body corporate under the laws of Alabama, to construct
bridges across the Tennessee, Tombigbee, Warrior, Alabama,
and Coosa Rivers, at or near certain points within the State
of Alabama; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

By Mr. WARREN: A bill (H. R. 12903) to provide for the
times and places for holding court for the eastern district of
North Carolina ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 12904) amend-
ing section 200, World War veterans' act, 1924; to the Com-
mittee on World War Veterans' Legislation.

By Mr. KVALE: A bill (H. R. 12005) to prevent corrupt
practices in the nomination and election of President and Vice
President of the United States; to the Commiitee on the
Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12006) to prevent the use of Federal
official patronage in elections and prohibit Federal officeholders
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from misuse of positions of publie trust for private and parti-
san ends; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Algo, a bill (H., R. 12907) to extend the Federal corrupt
practices act to primary elections of Senators and Representa-
tives; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McKEOWN: A bill (H. R. 12908) to distribute
$50,000,000 of the “ cotton-tax fund” in the Treasury to the
widows of soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and to Con-
federate soldiers, sailors, and their widows; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions,

By Alr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 12909) granting the consent of
Congress to the Highway Department of the State of Teninessee
to constroct a bridge across the French Broad River on the
Newport-Asheville (N, C.) road, in Cooke County, Tenn.; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ZIHLMAN : A bill (H. R. 12910) to amend section 3
of the act to provide for the better registration of births in the
District of Columbia, approved March 1, 1907; to the Com-
mittee on the Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 12911) to honor the mem-
ory of the heroes of the fight against yellow fever ; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. PEAVEY: A bill (H. R. 12912) authorizing the St,
Croix Interstate Bridge Co., its successors and assigns, to con-
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the St. Croix
River on the Grantsburg Road; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. CHASE: A bill (H. R. 12913) to extend the times
for commencing and completing the construction of a bridge
across the Allegheny River at or near the borough of Eldred,
McKean County, Pa.; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CLANCY : A bill (H. R. 12014) to amend the national
prohibition act; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOUGLAS of Arizona: A bill (H. R. 12915) to create
a board of engineers to make recommendations relative to flood
control on and development of the Colorado River, to authorize
the erection of flood-control structures on the Colorado River,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Flood Control.

By Mr. HOUSTON of Hawaii: A bill (H. R. 12916) to provide
for an investigation of fisheries in the Territory of Hawaii; to
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. LEHLBACH: A bill (H. R. 12917) authorizing cer-
tain importers of sugar into the United States from the Argen-
tine Republic during the year 1920 to submit claims to the
Court of Claims; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CLANCY : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 269) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ZIHLMAN : Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 30)
to provide for the printing of additional copies of the hearings
held before the Committee on the District of Columbia of the
House of Representatives on bills relative to capital punishment
in the District of Columbia ; to the Committee on Printing.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, memorials were presented and
referred as follows:

By Mr. CULLEN: Memorial of the Legislature of the State
of New York, in regard to the New York-Great Lakes canal;
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADKINS: A bill (H. R. 12918) granting a pension to
John Thresher; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CONNERY : A bill (H. R, 12019) granting a pension
to Annie McCarthy; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. COOPER of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 12920) granting an
inerease of pension to Florence P. Sperry; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12021) granting an increase of pension to
Rhoda E. Sperry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CRAIL: A bill (H. R. 12922) for the relief of Joseph
Zittle; to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. W, T. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R. 12923) granting
an increase of pension to SBarah J. Draper; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FREE: A bill (H. R. 12024) granting a pension to
Amy P. Arth; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. GUYER: A bill (H. R. 12925) granting a pension to
Josephine Pinguard; to the Commitiee on Pensions.
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By Mr. HOFFMAN: A bill (H. R. 12926) authorizing pre-
liminary examination and survey of east branch of Shrewsbury
River, N. J.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H, R. 12927) granting an increase of pension
to Joanna J. Reid; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KEARNS: A bill (H. R. 12028) granting a pension
to Homer Dye; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAGRADY: A bill (H. R, 12929) granting an in-
crease of pension to Mary Shotwell; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. MOORMAN: A bill (H. R. 12930) for the relief of
C. B. Smith; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MOORE of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 12031) for the
relief of Edward B. Fox, administrator of the last surviving
partner of the firm of Child, Pratt & Fox; to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. OLDFIELD : A bill (H. R. 12932) granting a pension
to Celia Chappelle; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. RAGON: A bill (H. R. 12933) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph Z. Bailey; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SCHNEIDER: A bill (H. R. 12934) granting an in-
crease of pension to Rosa Helms; to the Committee on Pengions,

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 12935) granting a pension to
Margaret McCarty ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. SPEAKS: A bill (H. R. 12936) granting an increase
of pension to Eliza Jane Brill; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 12937) granting an increase of pension to
Sarah E. McGill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12938) for the relief of the State of Ohio;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, SWICK : A bill (H. R. 12939) granting an increase of
gnsion to Isabella Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12940) granting an increase of pension to
Ella J. Aber; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12941) granting an increase of pensioun to
Martha B. Moffatt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12942) granting an increase of pension to
Ii)rnsilla Hanna MeclIntyre; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. SWING : A bill (H. R. 12943) for the relief of William
A. Smale; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. TARVER: A bill (H. R. 12944) granting a pension to
Frank Patty; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. THATCHER: A bill (H. R. 12945) granting an in-
crease of pension to Mariah Detherage; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

TUnder clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitiong and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

6667. By Mr. CHINDBLOM : Petition of Anna M. Miller and
43 other citizens, urging the passage of legislation providing in-
creased pensions for Civil War survivors and widows; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions,

6668, By Mr. CRAIL: Petition of sundry citizens of Los
Angeles County, Calif,, favoring pension legislation; te the
Committee on Pensions.

6669. Also, petition of Fort Whipple Chapter, No. 3, Disabled
American Veterans, for the passage of House bill 11350, intro-
duced by Congressman Royvarn JoHNsoN; to the Committee on
World War Veterans Legislation,

6670. By Mr. EVANS of California: Petition of Fred E.
Nienhuser and 35 other citizens of Van Nuys, Calif., protesting
against the Curtis-Reed eduecation bill; to the Committee on
Education,

6671. Also, petition of Harry O. Clark and 21 others, for the
relief of commissioned chief and warrant officers of the Navy;
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

6072. By Mr. W. T. FITZGERALD : Petition of the Woman's
Christian Temperance Union of New Madison, Ohio, favoring
House bill 11410, to amend the national prohibition act; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

6673. By Mr. GUYER: Petition of 38 citizens of Donglas,
Jefferson, and Leavenworth Counties, Kans., protesting the en-
actment of compulsory Sunday observance legislation, particu-
larly House bill 78; to the Committee on the District of Co-
Iumbia.

6674. Also, petition of citizens of Kansas, asking enactment
of greater pension allowances for survivors of Civil War and
widows of Civil War soldiers; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,
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6675. By Mr. HASTINGS : Petition of citizens of Muskogee,
Okla., urging early action on a Civil War pension bill carrying
the rates proposed by the National Tribune; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

6676. Also, petition of citizens of Adair County, Okla., urging
early action on a Civil War pensgion bill carrying the rates
proposed by the National Tribune; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.,

6677. By Mr. HERSEY : Petition of Thomas G. Crawford and
five others, of Presque Isle, Me,, urging Sunday observance bill
be defeated : to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

6678. By Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska: Petition signed by
James P, Peterson, of Fremont, Nebr.,, and 11 other citizens of
that city, protesting against the passage of the Lankford bill
(H. R. 78), providing for compulsory observance of the Sab-
bath, or any other proposged legislation which provides compul-
sory Sunday observance in the Distriet of Columbia; to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

6679, By Mr. WILLIAM E. HULL: Petition of H. C. Lamp
and 72 others, of Peoria County, Ill., for increase of pension;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6680. By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: Petition of Palestine
Chamber of Commerce, Palestine, Tex., opposing House bill
12620, Parker railroad consolidation bill; to the Committee on
Raules.

66S1. By Mr, KORELL: Memorial of Thirty-fourth Legisla-
tive Assembly of the State of Oregon, favoring the improve-
ment, extension, and development of Portland's port and harbor
facilities: to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

6682, By Mr. LANKFORD : Petition of the Wood Poster Ad-
vertising Co., of Brunswick, Ga., J. A, Wood, manager, opposing
Senate bill 1752, for the abolition of Government-printed stamped
envelopes with corner cards; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

6683. By Mr. MAGRADY : Petition signed by numerous citi-
zens of Shamokin, Pa., urging enactment of legislation to in-
crease the pensions of Civil War veterans and their widows; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

6684, Also, petition of numercus citizens of Montour County,
Pa., urging enactment of legislation to increase the pensions of
Civil War veterans and their widows; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

6685. By Mr. MOORE of Kentucky: Petition signed by 8. M.
Davis, C. W. Ray, and 16 other residents of Edmonson County,
Ky.. urging that immediate steps be taken to bring to a vote a
Civil War pension bill for the relief of needy and suffering
veterans and widows;.to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

G680, By Mr. MOONEY : Petition of East Cleveland Post, No.
163, the American Legion, indorsing the Capper-Johnson uni-
versal draft bill (H. R. 8313) ; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

6687, By Mr. MOORMAN : Petition from citizens of Rockport,
Ky., in favor of raising the widows' pension to $50 per month;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

6688. Also, petition in favor of granting pension inerease to
Civil War widows ; to the Committee on Pensions.

6680. By Mr. O'CONNELL: Petition of the Navy League of
the United States, Washington, D. ., with reference to the
Geneva naval conference and the five-power naval armament
limitation maintained on a basis other than that of Washington
treaty ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

6690. Also, petition of Droste & Snyder (Inc.), New York
City, N. Y., opposing the passage of the McNary-Haungen farm
relief bills; to the Committee on Agriculture.

6691, Also, petition of the conference committee, American
Yederation of Labor, General Federation of Women's Clubs, and
manufacturers, favoring the passage of the Hawes-Cooper bill
(8. 1940 and H. R. 7729) ; to the Committee on Labor,

6692, By Mr. PALMISANO : Papers to accompany House bill
12759, n bill for the relief of Sanford & Brooks Co. (Inc.); to
the Committee on Claims, i

6693. By Mr. PEAVEY : Petition of the town boards of the
towns of Daniels, Anderson, Siren, Wood River, and Grants-
burg, favoring the authorization of the construction of an inter-
state bridge across the St. Croix River connecting Wisconsin
State Highway No. 70 with Minnesota Highway No. 9; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

6694, Also, resolution by the members of the Commercial
Clab of Grantsburg, Wis,, favoring the authorization of the
construction of a bridge across the 8t. Croix River between
Bornett County, Wis, and Pine County, Minn.; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

60695. By Mr, QUAYLE: Petition of American Federation of
Labor, General Federation Women's Clubs, and manufacturers
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of New York City, urging the passage of the Hawes-Cooper bill ;
to the Committee on Labor.

6696. Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of New
York, with reference to the project of an all-American ship
canal across the State of New York, connecting the Great Lakes
with the Atlantic Ocean; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors

6697, Also, petition of Droste & Snyder (Inec.), of New York
City, opposing the passage of the McNary-Haugen bill; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

. 6698. Also, petition of Gottfried & Marshall, of New York
City, opposing the passage of the McNary-Haugen bill; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

6699, By Mr. SELVIG : Petition of Evaline McDonald, Ulen,
Minn,, and 101 other residents of Clay County, Minn., urging
Congress to act on the Civil War pension bill revising rates paid
to Civil War survivors and their widows; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

6700. By Mr. SPEAKS: Petition signed by Mae M. Vosper
and 11 eitizens of Franklin County, Ohio, urging enactment of
legislation for the relief of Civil War veterans and their de-
pendents ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6701. By Mr. TEMPLE: Petition of a number of residents
of Washington County, Pa., in support of legislation increasing
the rate of pension to Civil War veterans and widows of Civil
War veterans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

6702. Also, petition of Federation of Greene County (Pa.)
Women, Wayneshurg, Pa., in support of House bill 11410, to
amend the national prohibition act; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

6703. Also, petition of the congregation of the West Alex-
ander Presbyterian Church, West Alexander, Washington

County, Pa,, in support of the Lankford Sunday rest bill for the
Distriet of Columbia; to the Committee on the Distriet of
Columbia.

6704. By Mr. VINCENT of Michigan: Petition of sundry
citizens of Saginaw and Portland, Mich., favering higher pen-
sion rates for Civil War veterans and widows of Civil War vet-
erans ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

6705. By Mr. WINTER : Resolution by Marion Tanner Post,
No. 29, the American Legion, Basin; Lions Club, Torrington ;
Jacksons Hole Post, No. 43, the American Legion, Jackson;
Lions Club, Cheyenne; Chamber of Commerce, Cheyenne;
Lions Club, Kemmerer; Washakie Post, No. 61, the American
Legion, Pavilion: and Lions Club, Riverton; all in the State
of Wyoming; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation.

SENATE
TraurspaY, April 12, 1928
(Legislative day of Monday, April 9, 1928)

The Senate reassembled at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expira-
tion of the recess,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive a message
from the House of Representatives,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed
withont amendment the following bills of the Senate:

§.8224. An act to extend the provisions of the forest ex-
change act, approved March 20, 1922 (42 Stat. 465), to the
Crater National Forest, in the State of Oregon; and

8.3225. An act to enlarge the boundaries of the Crater
National Forest.

The message also announced that the House had passed the
bill (8. 3194) to establish the Bear River migratory-bird refuge,
with an amendment, in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message further announced that the House had passed
the following bill and joint resolutions, in which it reguested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. R.12632. An act to provide for the eradication or contml
of the European corn horer;

H. J. Res. 200. Joint resolution to amend section 10 of the act
entitled “An act to establish the upper Mississippi River wild
life and fish refuge,” approved June 7, 1924 ;

H. J. Res, 244, Joint resolution nurhori.cing a mm]iﬁmtlon of
the adopted project for Qakland Harbor, Calif,; and

H. J. Res. 256. Joint resolution authorizing the United States
Bureau of Public Roads to make a survey of the uncompleted
bridges of the Oversea Highway from Key West to the main-
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